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CHAPTER I 
THE INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
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CHAPTER I 
THE INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
1. The Problem 
Purpose of the study.-- 'Ihis study is an attempt to ascertain 
guides or factors to consider in shaping promotional policies by iden-
tifying and evaluating differences among three groups of pupils : 
(1) those who are promoted normally, (2) those who are required to 
repeat a grade, and (3) those who are considered for nonpromotion but 
are allowed to move to the next grade. 
Characteristics studied.-- Twenty-one characteristics in all were 
studied for each child. These included chronological age; intelligence 
as measured by the Kublmann-An:ierson Intelligence Test; achievement as 
measured by the Metropolitan Achievement Tests; cooperation, social 
consciousness, emotional adjustment, leadership, and responsibility as 
measured by the Winnetka Seale for Rating School Behavior and Attitudes; 
and characteristics of teacher judgment as determined by teacher 
grades in reading, vocabulary, arithmetic fundamentals, arithmetic 
problems, language usage, spelling, work habits, and handwriting. 
2. Justification 
Nonpromotion is an important aspect of promotional policies.- . 
Nonpromotion is an important aspect of promotional policies and prac-
tices, since either too little or too much may be harmful. A policy of 
-2-
3 
nonpromotion should be based on objective data. Many educators have 
assumed that repetition of a grade by so-called failing pupils is desir-
able, but few have checked this assumption b,y scientific study. 
otto, after reviewing available studies on promotional practices, 
Jl 
writes this: 
"Perhaps the outstanding conclusion that can be drawn from 
the data reported is that there is no single concept or group of 
united threads which can be said to constitute the promotional 
policy of the school systems studied. There is much confusion 
of thought on the part of all groups of educational workers 
regarding what is a desirable and justifiable plan for promotion 
of pupils. 
"The most vital phase of any promotion plan consists of the 
criteria on the basis of which decisions are made as to whether 
individual pupils should be retained in the same grade for 
another year or should be promoted to the next grade. 11 y 
Saunders writes : 
"One of the causes of the confusion and perplexity which 
permeates education today is the fact that many elementary schools 
have not applied the findings of educational research to their 
problems. Particularly is this true of nonpromotion of elementary 
school pupils." 
21 
He turther writes : 
"Possibly one of the reasons why more studies have not Qeen 
made concerning the values of nonpromotion is the fact that 
educators failed to check the results of repetition of the grade 
b,y the pupil and took the consequences for granted. Or it may 
have been that objective tests were lacking for a check on certain 
of the ascribed ~ues of failure, as, for example, 'Adjusts the 
imina ture child ' • " 
j}Henry J. otto, Elementary School Organization and Administration, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 1944, p. 211. 
YCarleton ~ Saunders, Promotion or Failure for the Elementa.ry Pupil, 
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, COlumbia University, New 
York, 1941, p. v. 
l/Saunders, op. cit., p. 23. 
4 
Specific reason for present study.-- The specific reason the present 
writer undertook the study of nonpromotion was the question teachers in 
one school system raised as to the value of their present promotional 
policy. That policy provided for the case study of emotional, social, 
and educational achievement of each child who was being considered for 
nonpromotion. If one of the three areas was likely to be adversely 
affected by nonpromotion, the child was allowed to move to the next 
grade. As a result of such a policy, a very small degree of nonpro-
motion existed. After a check of the number repeating the third grade 
in this city, it was found that the nonpromotion rate varied between 
one and two per cent. The teachers raised the further question as to 
whether or not this was too little or too much. Their feelings seemed 
to indicate that this was too little. Further investigation was needed. 
A study planned.-- A study was planned to investigate imividual 
children by the case study method, but this soon became too u.nwieldy and 
complicated to yield any significant results. The next logical step was 
to devise a study design that would have some statistical significance. 
The present study meets this requirement • 
.3. The Scope of the Study 
Five school systems studied.-- Five school systems were selected in 
which to study the problem of nonpromotion. These school systems were 
selected first, on the basis of difference in socio-economic aspects; 
second, probable differences in philosophies of education; and third, 
willingness to participate in the study. !I 
!/Description of cities is found in Appendix. 
5 
One of the five systems which was to have been studied reported a 
nonpromotion rate in excess of fifteen per cent and as such seemed to 
be an ideal subject. After the Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the 
Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test were given, this school system dropped 
its nonpromotion rate to three per cent. Since there were then only two 
cases of nonpromotion, it was not statistically feasible to include this 
system. As a result, the original pilot study was included in the study 
even though it was to make one city studied twice but in different years. 
Three groups studied in two successive years.-- Three groups of 
children in the third grade were studied in the five cities in two sue-
cessive years. 
1. First year 
a. Pupils promoted to grade four without question 
b. Pupils not promoted to grade four 
c. Pupils considered for nonpromotion but allowed to move 
to grade four 
2. Second year (Same group re-tested one year later) 
a. Pupils promoted to grade four without question and 
completed grade four 
b. Pupils not promoted to grade four and repeated grade three 
c. Pupils considered for nonpromotion in grade three but 
allowed to move to grade four and completed grade four. 
Instruments administered to all groups.-- The following instruments y 
were administered to all groups : 
!/Specific times of testing are found in Chapter III 
1. ~1hlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests for first year only 
2. Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Elementary Batten: Form R 
tor first year only 
.3. M9tropolitan Achievement Tests, Elementary Battery: Form S 
for second year only 
4. The Winnetka Seale for Rating School Behavior ani Attitudes 
for both years 
6 
5. Teacher grades for reading, vocabulary, arithmetic fUndamentals, 
arithmetic problems, language usage, spelling, work habits, a:rd 
handwriting for both years. 
4. Definition of Terms 
Normal group.-- The normal group consisted or children who were 
promoted to grade four without question. 
Not promoted group.-- The not promoted group consisted of children 
who were not promoted from grade three to grade four. 
Considered for nonpromotion but promoted.-- The considered for 
nonpromotion but promoted group consisted of children who were considered 
by their teachers to be pupils who might profit from nonpromotion but 
were allowed to move to grade four for various reasons. 
CHAPTER II 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH 
1. Extent or Research 
Paucity of research.-- A review of research should probably not 
start with a lament over the paucity of research in the field of non-
promotion, but nevertheless it must be said, since so little actual 
research done according to acceptable statistical procedures seems to 
exist. What. the writer has found is mostly the opinion of the opinions 
of other people who have based their opinions on rather subjective 
evaluation. What seems to pass for research is a collection of a num-
ber o:f questionnaires or surveys and the analysis o£ the answers or 
£igures. This does not appear to be an adequate way of arriving at con-
elusions and makes what one superintendent said, "We are in the opinion 
business," have too tragic a meaning. Perhaps education is in transi-
tion and it is passing from alchemy to science. The writer does not 
wish to leave the impression that serious work is not being done, but 
o~ that more valid and reliable information is needed. 
!I 
Saunders sums up the reason :for this failure as follows : "Possi-
b~ one of the reasons why more studies have not been made concerning 
the values of nonpromotion is the fact that educators failed to check 
the results of repetition of the grade by the pupil and took the conse-
quences for granted." 
!/Saunders, op. cit., p. v. 
9 
This is the second time this quotation has been cited, but it bears 
repeating because it emphasizeS_ the need for checking the fallacy of 
"taking the consequences for granted." 
As one studies the research in the fields of pupil progress and 
nonpromotion, one is struck immediately with the fact that little occurs 
after 1941. This is due in part to the interruption of World War II and 
to the change in philosophy of education. World War II with its demands 
drew attention away from this kind of problem, and, after World War II, 
the problems seemed mostly in the fields of building and teacher short-
ages. The large number of children coming into the schools needed space 
to sit. The change in philosophy of education altered the emphasis from 
academic accomplishment to accomplishment of total personality growth. 
This later alteration in philosophy makes studies before 1941 
somewhat invalid, since there has been, from that time, a trend in the 
direction of adjusting the ~iculum to the needs of the child within 
the classroom rather than adjusting the child to the curriculum. 
This does not necessarily mean that nonpromotion was no longer a 
problem or that nonpromotion is no longer a problem. It probably means 
that there is less time to think about it. M:>re will be written about 
this in "The Extent of the Problem." 
2. Lack of Uniformity and Confusion 
of Promotional Policy 
Confusion of promotional policY.-- Writing on the subject of pro-
i/ 
motional policy, otto states: "Pupil promotion, including nearly all 
!/Otto, op. cit., p. 250. 
10 
of its related aspects, is a decidedly confused condition. At present 
there is little agreement in theory, and even less in practice, as to 
how promotions shall be administered." 
y' 
The Illinois study of 1934, from which Otto gathered his informa-
tion, consisted of a questionnaire answered by 200 school superintend-
ents, 1, 702 cla.ssroom teachers, and included 35 school systems in Illi-
nois. The gist of this study in:licated that the school systems as a 
whole did not have formulated policies of promotion. There were, in 
ma.ny- instances, no general rules for the system as a whole, but a kind 
of understanding that certain general principles would apply. y 
otto further writes: 
"Perhaps the outstanding conclusion that can be drawn for the 
data ~eported is that there is no single concept or group of united 
threads which can be said to constitute the promotional policy of 
the school system studied. There is much confusion of thought on 
the part of all groups of educational workers regarding what is a 
desirable and justifiable plan tor the promotion or ~ils. n 
Saunders, in his work, comes to the same conclusion: "Great is 
the lack or uniformity or 'nonpromotional policies and practices among 
state and city school systems, within a system itself, and even within 
a school." 
Present status of pro110tional polic:r.- One may reasonably ques-
tion whether or not this confusion exists today, since Saunders did his 
work in 1941 and otto did his in 1944. One can only conjecture on this 
point, since studies of the kind otto and Saunders used do not appear in 
!/Ibid., p. 206. 
Y,Ibid.' P• 2ll. 
'J/Saunders, o~ 1 cit., p. 6. 
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current literature. It seems reasonable to say that the state of pro-
motional policies is not really different, that nonpromotion still 
exists though in a less degree, and that the basis for the selection of 
pupils for nonpromotion rests heavily on opinion vhieh varies from 
teacher to teacher, school to school, and city to city. 
!I 
Caswell and Foshay writing in 1950 say: "(1) There is no con-
sistent, generally accepted basis for nonpromotion. (2) There is no 
consistent relationship between the achievement and ability of the 
pupil and his promotion." 
3. Areas of Research 
Three areas of research.- The areas of research fall into three 
categories or divisions: (1) the extent or prevalence of nonpromotion 
as it exists in the cities, states, and in the United States, (2) the 
causes of nonpromotion or failure of pupils, and (3) the values or 
effects of nonpromotion. The description or this research for a logi-
cal presentation will be divided into these categories and discussed. 
4. Extent of Nonpromotion 
Early studies.- The attention was first focused on the problem of 
nonpromotion in 1904 when William H. Maxwell, Superintendent of Schools 
of the City of New York, called attention to the large number of over-
age children in the New York City schools. This vas followed in 1909 
by Leonard P. Ayres with his historic study, laggards in Our Schools, 
which was a comprehensive analysis of school progress. F.rom these two 
!/Hollis L. Olswell and A. Wellesley Foshay, Fdueation in the El.ementar:y 
School, .American Book Company, New York, 1950, p. 347. 
12 
studies, the analysis of pupil progress gained a running start. 
!I 
Studies of the 1930 1s.-- Cooke in 1931, after studying the records 
of two and a halt million public school children, reported these statis-
tics: 21 per cent of the pupils were accelerated, 48 per cent were 
making normal progress, and 31 per cent were retarded. y 
Caswell after making two studies, one involving 37 cities and 
the other, 15 cities, and after fUrther reviewing other research studies, 
reported the following conclusions in 1933: 
"1. The rate of nonpromotion in different cities and states 
varies widely. The range is approximately 2 to 20 per cent. 
2. The average rate of nonpromotion for all grades was 
approXimately 10 per cent. 
3. There appear to be regional differences in the extent 
of nonpromotion. 
4. Schools in the same systems differ widely in the extent 
to which they employ nonpromotion, the difference in rate being 
as high as 30 per cent. 
5. The rate of nonpromotion in B sections of grades tends 
to be higher than A sections of grades. 
6. The rate of nonpromotion is higher for boys than girls." 
Jl 
Dows in studying the nonpromotion rates in the city of Provi-
dence, Rhode Island, discovered that rate of nonpromotion was 15.8 
per cent in 1905 and had been reduced to 5.8 in 1935. 
!/D. H. Cooke, "A Study of School Surveys with Regard to .Age-Grade 
Distribution," Peabody Journal of Education, (1931), 8z259-266, p. 262. 
2/H. L. Caswell, Nonpromotion in Elementary Schools, Field Studies, 
Number 4, George Pe~body College for Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee, 
1933, p. 24 
J/ A. J. Dows, "Nonpromotion in Providence, Rhode Island; with ~ecial 
Reference to the Veazie Street Elementary School," Education (February, 
1936), 56:334-337, p. 336. 
13 
Jj 
Saunders in a study of seven cities found a decrease of nonpro-
motion from S.7 per cent in 1920-22 to a low of 4.0 per cent in 1938-39. 
21 
Studies of the 1940 1 s.- Sandin made this statement after reviewing 
existing studies: "Several million children in the United States fail to 
win promotion once or more often during their elementary school life." 
21 
Stroud writing in 1947 framed this assumption after perusing 
reports of states and other studies: "Assuming that the average annual 
rate is 7 or 8 per cent, it is suggested that about 25 per cent of the 
pupils are failed at some time in their elementary school careers." 
lzl 
Studies of the 1950's.-- The Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 
published in 1950, reportst "The studies (age-grade status) in general 
indicate that averageness is a characteristic of from 20 to 40 per cent 
of the pupil populations." 
21 
Bernert and Ypsilantis making a study of the entire United States 
population in 1950 published the following report of their findings: 
l/Saunders, op. cit., p. 14. 
g/Adolph A. Sandin, Social and Emotional Adjustments of Regularly 
Promoted and Not Promoted Pupils, Bureau of Publications, Teachers 
College, Columbia University, 1944, p. 96. 
2/ J. B. Stroud, "How Mmy . Pupils are Failed?" Elementary School 
Journal, (February, 1947), 47:316-322, p. 322. 
lz/I.Jal ter S. M:mroe, Fdi tor, Encyclopedia of Eiuca tional Research, 
The Macmillan Company, New York, 1950, p. 1123. 
2/E. H. Bernert and T. N. Ypsilantis, "Measure of Relative Progression 
of the School Population of the United States, 11 Journal of Educational 
Research (December, 1955), 49:251-262, p. 258. 
Age 
8 
9 
10 
ll 
J.2 
United States School Population - 1950 
Pupils Retarded 
Number retarded Per cent retarded 
One grade More than One grade More than 
one grade one grade 
162,330 6.6 
204,935 46,690 9.1 2.1 
256,510 94,575 11.5 4.2 
257,645 193,4o5 12.0 6.~ 
281,190 218,180 12.8 8.8 
!I 
14 
Rogers and Trainor in a study of 561 children in two of the Boston 
Public Schools in 1955 found 103 pupils in grades 2-6 who were not pro-
moted. This is 18 per cent of the children studied. 
?J 
Herrick and others in discussing the problem of nonpromotion in 
their book published in 1956 write: "Let• s be conservative, then, and 
say that only !rom one to two million elementary-school children are re-
tained in their present grades each year. Promotion an insignificant 
problem?" Possibly he is referring to cumulative effect. 
Future persistence of nonpromotion.- From the reading of past and 
present research in the extent o! nonpromotion, one begins to question 
11 
whether or not the problem of nonpromotion will continue. What Otto 
wrote in 1941 seems to be just as true today as it was then. 
"Other writers have maintained that the fault lies with the 
child in a relatively small percentage of the cases and that most 
'f{ Mary C. Rogers and Doris A. Trainor, "The Non-Promotion Policy Versus 
the Social Promotion Policy in the Boston Public School System," Unpub-
lished Master's Thesis, School of Education, Boston University, Boston, 1955. 
y Vergil E. Herrick, John I. Godlad, Frank J • Estvan, and Paul w. Eberman, 
The Elementary School, Prentice-Hall, Inc., New Jersey, 1956, P• 394. 
l/ Walter s. Monroe, Editor, Encyclopedia of Educational Research, The 
Macmillan Company, New York, 1941, p. 442. 
of the nonpromotion can be attributed to a maladjustment between 
children's needs and capabilities and the curriculum and organi-
zation of the school. There is at present a distinct movement to 
eliminate this maladjustment and thus to minimize nonpromotion. 
15 
The fact that nonpromotion still occurs in so many schools through-
out the nation shows that the popular sentiment of many teachers 
and adlllinistrators still favors the practice." 
JJ 
What Billett wrote in June 1956 is beginning to be heard in not a 
few places: 
"The problem of pupil retention will assume greater adminjs-
trative significance as school conditions become as grave as 
statistics tell us that they will. • ••• MOunting insistence by 
the public for standards of achievement in eaeh grade in reading 
and fundamental skills will require sehools to make a . complete 
appraisal of their retention and promotion practices." 
Is nonpromotion a dead issue? Not at alll What the schools have 
gained in trying to adjust the curriculum to the child may be lost unless 
edueators keep the real problems of promotional policy alive and before 
the public. 
5. Causes of Nonpromotion 
Causes of nonpromotion vary from grade to grade.-- The causes of 
nonpromotion vary from grade to grade, according to a study made by the y 
Department of Superintendence of the National Education Association. 
Five hundred school superintendents were asked, "What are the bases for 
pupil promotion in your school system?" The answers indicated that from 
kindergarten to first grade, chronological age, · teacher's judgment, and 
j}R. E. Billett, "Problem of Pupil Retention, 11 School Executive (June, 
1956), 75:41-43, p. 43. 
g/Department of Superintendence, Five Unifying Factors in American 
E:iueation, Ninth Yearbook, 1931, National E:iueation Association, 
Washington, D. c., p. 50. 
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mental age were most rrequently used; rirst and second grade, reading 
achievement, teacher's judgment, and educational achievement were most 
rrequently given as bases; and rrom second grade on, the acquisition or 
subject matter was most rrequently stated. From this study one may assume 
that the main causes or nonpromotion are inadequate mental age, young 
chronological age, and lack or mastery of subject matter. 
Frequently mentioned causes of nonpromotion.-- In a study of research 
current through 1941 and reported in the Encyclopedia of Educational 
11 
Research by Otto, the following causes of nonpromotion are given in order 
of the frequency of mention: 
1. low mentality of pupils 
2. Work too diffieult for pupils 
3. Excessive absence 
4. Excessive moving from school to school 
5. Poor quality of .work 
6. lack o.f pupil interest 
7. Philosophy of school 
8. Poor social and home background 
9. Lack o.f attention to individual difference 
10. Poor .foundation 
11. Poor health 
12. Age at time of beginning grade one 
13. Physical de.fects. 
i/Eneyc1opedia o.f Educational Research, 1941, p. 441. 
11 
17 
Kyte in his article takes a somewhat di££erent view but points out 
the need £or the analysis of £ailureJ "Since the largest proportion o£ 
non-promoted pupils were children possessing average intelligence, partie-
ular attention must be given to the problem of why normal children fail 
to make normal progress." y 
Although La££erty repeats most o£ the reasons £or failure that 
have been previously mentioned, it is interesting to see his comparison 
of findings £rom 16 studies in the decade, 1925-1935, and 11 studies in 
the decade, 1935-1945. Only the £irst six reasons most £requently men-
tioned are given here, but they suf£ice to indicate that teachers in 
these two decades had very similar ideas of the causes of £ailure. 
Reasons for Failure 
1925-1935 
1. Irregular attendance 
2. Poor health and physical defects 
3. Poor home conditions 
4. low mentality 
5. Lack of interest 
6. Poor effort 
1935-1945 
1. Irregular attendance 
}jG. C. Kyte, 11 Ca.ases of First-Grade' Nonpromotion in the Light of 
~asured Intelligence," Elementary School Journal (February, 1937) 
38:428. 
?/H. M. Iafferty, "Reasons for Pupil Failure : Progress Report, 11 
American School Board Journal (July, 1948), 117:18-20, p. 19. 
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2. Low mentality 
3. Lack of interest 
4. Poor health and physical defects 
5. Poor effort 
6. Poor home conditions 
y' 
Laura Hooper made a study of 199 repeaters from grades one and two 
in Meriden, Connecticut. These pupils were analysed in terms of their 
intelligence, physical status, handedness, father's occupation, age enter-
ing grade one, and teacher's reasons for failure. The results indicated 
that these children were different from normal children and that they 
were different within themselves. The only conclusion that could be 
reached from this data was that the school had to adjust its program to 
the child. y 
Saunders sums up the causes of failures as follows: 
1. Insufficient achievement 
2. Inadequate mentality 
3. Insufficient attendance 
4. Imperfect health 
5. Out-of-school causes 
6. Lack of emotional stability 
7. Inappropriate administrative practices. 
j/Iaura Hooper~ ''What About School Failures," Elementary School Journal 
(January, 1936;, 36:349-353. 
g/Saunders, op. cit., p. 23. 
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6. Values and Fallacies of Nonpromotion 
Subjective opinions of the value of nonpromotion.-- The following 
statements of teachers' opinions found in the Encyclopedia of Educational ;rJ . 
Research of nohpromotion are interesting in the light of research. 
1. Assured mastery of subject matter 
2. Discipline for the lazy child 
3. Adjustment for the immature child 
4. Retrievement of losses due to absence 
5. Greater time allowance for the dull child 
6. Maintenance of the morale and standards of the schools. 
~ 
Brueckner gives the following statements as the arguments moat 
frequently advanced for nonpromotion: 
"1. Repeating the work of a given grade will assure mastery 
of the subject-matter taught at that grade level. 
2. Nonpromotion will result in the formation of a group of 
pupils at the next grade level that is more homogeneous in ability 
and level of attainment, and hence problems of instruction will be 
reduced in so far as adapting the work to individual differences 
is concerned. 
3. The threat of nonpromotion will cause the pupil to make a 
greater effort to learn and thus insure a higher level of attain-
ment. 11 . 
The fallacy of these notions will be revealed in the review of 
research in the following pages. 
v 
Fallacies of .nonpromotion.-- Grace Arthur studied sixty repeaters 
!/Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 1941, p. 442. 
yA. S. Barr, William H. Burton, and Leo J. Brueckner, Supervision, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Ine., New York, 1947, p. 525. 
j/Graee Arthur, "A Study of the Achievement of Sixty Repeaters as Com-
pared with that of Non-repeaters of the Same M3ntal Age, 11 Journal of 
Experimental Education {December, 1936), 5: 203-205, p. 205. 
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who were matched with sixty non-repeaters on the basis of mental age. 
She found: "From the above data it appears that the average repeater 
. of the group studied learned no more in two years than did the average 
non-repeater of the same mental age in one year." 
11 
Farley made a study of 365 paired pupils, one being promoted and 
the other not promoted. He concluded: " •••• retardation of one term 
seemed to have but small effect upon the scholastic majority of the pupils." 
later, discussing repeated failure and retardation, he wrote: "They do not 
stimulate effort but on the contrary discourage it." y 
Coffield and Bloomers from 303 Iowa school systems took 93 pupils 
who experienced failure and matched them with a promoted classmate in the 
grade failed on the basis of the particular achievement variable studied. 
These two of their findings seem importantt 
"1. Failed pupils typically gain approximately only six months 
in educational progress during the repeat year and still fail to 
achieve the norm for the grade involved. 
2. Failed pupils typically gain approximately one year and 
three months in educational progress during the two years following 
failure and still fail to achieve the norm for the grade involved." 
The Division of Educational Research and Results of the School Dis-
J/ 
trict of Philadelphia made two studies in 1934: one with 330 cases of 
pupils who had repeated one or more terms compared to 505 cases taken at 
!/Eugene S. Farley, "Regarding Repeaters; Sad Ef'feets of Failure Upon 
the Child," The Nation's Schools (October, 1936), 18:37-39. 
?}W. H. Coffield and P. Bloomers, "Effects of Nonpromotion on Educational 
. Achievement in the Elementary School, 11 Journal of E:iucational Psychology 
(April, 1956), 47: 235-250, p. 248. 
2/Elementary School Journal, 11 Nonpromotion in the First Grade and Future 
Progress of Pupils, " (July, 1934), 34 :731. 
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random; the second with 862 pupils in the fifth and sixth grades who had 
failed in the first grade. Their conclusion was: "While these two 
studies cannot be conclusive, their findings cast doubt upon the effect-
iveness of repeating grade one for the purpose of securirig better progress 
in 1a ter grades • " 
ll 
Hartsig and Lagenbach studied three retained children in the 
schools of California. They found that the two boys who were retained 
were not helped but that the girl was aided by nonpromotion. They 
hastened to point out that the girl was an unusual case which did not 
happen often in public schools. 
?J 
Herrick and others point out in their book a finding made more 
than fifty years ago: "This was suggested by Keyes more than half a 
century ago, when he reported that only 21 per cent of a large group of 
repeaters did better after repeating a grade than before and that 39 
per cent actually did worse." 
21 
Nonpromotion harmful to personality.-- The MOrrison Study and the 
Berry Study which included 177 pupils from five classes of fifth and 
sixth grades, and 568 children from fourth to eighth grade classes in a 
suburban area, respectively, made this finding: "The overage child was 
found to have a significantly lower choice status than his peers~" 
i/B. Hartsig and L. Langenbach, "Studies of Three Children Who Have Been 
Retained a Grade in School," California Journal of Elementary Fiiucation 
(August, 1952), 21:51-63, p. 63. 
g/Herrick and others, op. cit., p. 395. 
J/Ida E. Morrison and Ida F. Perry, "Acceptance of Overage Children by 
Their Classmates," Elementary School Journal (January, 1956), 56:217-220, 
p. 220. 
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Sandin reported that there was a greater incidence of troublesome 
behavior among retarded pupils as compared to those who made regular 
progress. y 
Rogers and Trainor in their study of 103 cases of nonpromotion 
reported that the not promoted pupil was "· •.•• more likely (1) to indicate 
that his companions were in the upper grades, (2) to wish to be in upper 
grades partly out of his desire to be with his friends, and, (3) to be 
pointed out by his classmates as one who associates with older children." 
)} 
They also reported: "According to their teachers, the children who had 
experienced grade failure exhibited more behavior of the sort likely to 
be troublesome and aggravating during school hours •••• " 
!zl 
Goodlad after reViewing other studies regarding behavior of not 
promoted children wrote : "Throughout t he body of evidence runs a con-
sistent pattern: undesirable growth characteristics and unsatisfactory 
school progress are more closely associated with nonpromoted children 
than with promoted slow-learning children." 
21 
Caswell after his extensive study writes: 11 Nonpromotion not only 
affects unfavorably, as a rule, the subsequent work or children, but when 
repeated, often affects unfavorably their personality, causing them to 
develop undesirable defense mechanisms against failure. 11 
!/Sandin, op. cit., p. 125. 
?}Rogers and Trainor, op. cit., p. 79. 
J/Ibid., p. 82. 
!z/John J. Goodlad, "Research and Theory Regarding Promotion and Nonpro-
motion," :Elementary School Journal (November, 1952), 53:150-155, p. 154. 
2/Caswell, op. cit., p. 81. 
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!I 
Russell and others in studying the attitudes of 1,205 parents and 
their 1,929 children who had been retarded, reported: 
11Although the findings of this study point to the fact that 
pupils and the parents of the pupils w~o had been retarded in a 
grade show more negative -attitudes toward the school than do 
pupils who have been regularly promoted and their parents, the 
differences are not great in most instances. 11 
To sum up the findings of the effects of nonpromotion on person-
ality, one can say that these studies point in the direction of the 
undesirability of retaining a child in a grade. 
Studies questioning the undesirability of nonpromotion.-- Difficult 
as it may seem to believe, there are studies and opinions which run con-
trary to the above findings. Though they are few, they deserve mention. y 
Anfinson made a study of 116 junior high school pupils who had 
not repeated a grade and compared them with 116 pupils who had repeated 
in one or more semesters. His finding vas: " •••• results indicate that 
in these groups maladjustment was not directly associated with nonpromo-
tion or even double nonpromotion to such an extent that nonpromotion may 
be regarded as an essential factor in future maladjustment. 11 
21 
Anfinson further writes: 
" •••• the trend is to reduce the extent of nonpromotion. For 
the most part this policy has been established because of the 
popular belief that nonpromotion as an administrative device is 
!/Russell and others, "Influence of Repetition of a Grade and of Regular 
Promotion on the Attitudes of Parents and Children Tovard the School, 11 
California Journal of Elementary E:lucation (August, 1952), 21 :29-4l, p. 41. 
g/R. D. Anfinson, "School Progress and Pupil Adjustment," Elementary 
School Journal (1941.), 4l :507-514, p. 513. 
i/Ibid., p. 507. 
harmful to the personality development of the child. To date 
there have been no reliable investigations which show this belief 
to be correct. No well controlled studies dealing with the rela-
tions between nonpromotion and child personality have been done." 
One may take issue with Anfinson when he states that the policy of 
reducing nonpromotion has been established for the most part because of 
personality impairment. To mention just one major reason for the re-
duction: children just don't learn any more by repeating. 
J/ 
McElwee in his studies came up with the finding that normal, 
accelerated, and retarded children do not differ widely in desirable or 
undesirable personality traits. y 
Billett makes a statement which is only based on his own observa-
tiona without any controlled study of any kind: "Promotion w1 thout 
proper achievement (with other conditions being more or less normal) 
can be more damaging and disturbing to the child than retention. 11 
The purpose in presenting these three views is to show that there 
are people questioning the advisability of continuous promotion. 
Summary of fallacies of nonpromotion.-- The contributors to the jJ 
Encyclopedia of Elucational Research after a survey of studies of non-
promotion indicated that the following generalizations were in order: 
111. Retention practices do not significantly increase a 
slow rate of learning. 
i/E. W. MCElwee, "A Comparison of Personality Traits of 300 Accelerated, 
Normal, and Retarded Children, 11 Journal of E:lucational Research (Sep-
tember, 1932), 26:31-34, p. 33. 
~Billett, op. cit., p. 42. 
l/Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 1950, p. 1123. 
2. Retention practices do not make for better student 
morale. 
3. Retention practices do not assure mastery of subject 
matter. 
4. Retention practices do not reduce the variability of 
achievement found in individual classes nor increase the grade 
achievement averages. 
5. Retention practices do not increase the personality 
adjustment of the retained child." 
11 
Caswell after his stu~ of nonpromotion in numerous schools 
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and the review of other studies, reports a number of findings and con-
elusions but these two seem most apropos: 
"1. Grade groups in schools with high rates of slow progress 
tend to be no less variable in achievement than grade groups in 
schools with lower rates of slow progress. 
2. Schools with a rather large amount of retardation could 
be reorganized at once to eliminate all retardation without 
materially affecting the average achievement or variability of 
instructional groups." y 
Otto writes: 
"It is now evident that practically all of the notions 
previous~ held about the values of nonpromotion or the motivating 
value of the threat of failure have been exploded. OUt of a group 
of repeaters, about 20 per cent will do better than they did the 
preceding term, about 4o per cent show no change, and about 4o per 
cent will actually do worse.• 
Jl 
Saunders has the most complete summary of the fallacies of 
nonpromotion: 
"1. Nonpromotion of pupils in order to assure mastery of 
subject matter is not a justifiable procedure. Many children 
i/ Caswell, op. cit., PP• 66-67 
g{ Otto, op. eit., P• 232 
J/ Saunders, op. cit., P• 44 
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who are not promoted learn less than they would have learned had 
they been advanced to the next grade. 
2. Nonpromotion does not result in homogeneity of achieve-
ment within a grade. 
3. Nonpromotion cannot be justified in terms of discipline 
administered to the child or to his parents. 
4. Nonpromotion usually intensifies emotional instability 
of children. 
5. Nonpromotion because of inadequate mentality, insuffi-
cient attendance, imperfect health, or lack of emotional sta-
bility, is not based on valid causes or reasons. 
6. Nonpromotion is an admission of inefficient teaching, 
inappropriate administrative practices, and inadequate educa-
tional planning. · 
7. Nonpromotion has no place in a school in which children 
are properly motivated and work to the level of their individual 
capacities." 
7. Need for Promotional Policy 
!I 
Slow learner.- Brueckner in writing about retardation of the 
slow learner says: "Unless necessary adjustments are made the pupil 
is in the situation of being continually faced with work which is 
more and more beyond his ability." 
From Brueckner, one feels that something must be done to solve 
the problem of the pupil who cannot keep up with the work of his 
peers. His suggestions follow the line that the curriculum within 
the classroom should be flexible enough and of sufficient variety to 
meet the needs of these children and that nonpromotion should be used 
less and less. 
jJ A. S. Barr, William H. Burton, and Leo J. Brueckner, Supervision, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 1947, p. 529. 
Jj 
Definite promotional policy.-- otto on the other hand has a 
different view from Brueckner: 
"Each school should have definitely formulated policies 
regarding pupil progress. Individual teachers welcome the 
guidance they can get from definite policies. Preferably a 
statement of promotional policies should be prepared coopera-
tively b.1 members of the faculty and parent representatives 
and oriented to the purposes and philosophy of education in 
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the school and to circumstance! existing in the local situation." 
Such a policy of promotion should not exist for the school alone 
but for the system, so that the progress of pupils from school to 
school within the system can be made smooth and continuous. If such 
a policy of promotion were in effect, " •••• perhaps the principal 
factor contributing to inarticulation in public education would be 
?J 
removed." 
8. Aid for Formulating Promotional Policy 
Reason for inclusion.-- The review of rese~ch would not seem 
complete unless some thought was given to the formulating of promo-
tional policy as gathered from the readings on nonpromotion and pupil 
progress. y 
Teacher education.-- otto gives some very potent advice on the 
importance of the teacher in the promotional policy of any school: 
"Unless such drives (to reduce failure) can be conducted 
in a manner which will produce in teachers greater professional 
knowledge and instructional skill of a higher order and will in-
sure greater attention to the needs and abilities of individual 
pupils, thus resulting in a more extensive use of diagnostic and 
remedial devices and a greater degree of adaptation of materials 
and methods to individual differences, they will serve few worth-
while ends." · 
!/otto, op. cit., p. 237. 
y'Ibid.' p. 200. 
J/Ibid. , p. 231. 
y 
Later, Otto presents five steps that will help principals 
assist their teachers in the administration of promotional plans. 
1. Interpreting and applying a course of study 
2. Selecting, using, and interpreting of appropriate mental 
and educational tests 
3. Selecting instructional materials 
4. Developing a philosophy of education 
5. Miking case studies of exceptional children. 
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Evolving a promotional policy.-- Evolving a promotional policy is 
?J 
a task which must be approached and carried out advisedly. Caswell 
gives some excellent steps to follow: 
"1. Determine the status of pupil progress in the given 
school or school system. 
2. Study the theories that may be employed in regulating 
pupil progress •••• upon the basis of this study decide what 
theory should be accepted for guidance in the given school or 
school system and evaluate in the light of this theory the 
condition found in Step 1. 
3. Formulate policies growing out of the accepted theory, 
such policies to be used as guides in the given school or 
school system in regulating pupil progress. 
4. Determine what data are needed for the intelligent 
applications of the policies stated under Step 3. Collect these 
data, arrange them in usable form, and make them available for 
use. 
5. Apply policies, observe their operation, test the 
results, and revise as need is indicated." 
Jjibid., p. 250. 
g/Caswell, op. cit., p. 93. 
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Present trend of promotional policy.-- The Encyclopedia of E:luca-jj 
tional Research contains an excellent summation of current trends in 
policy: 
"The present trend is away from the practice of failing 
pupils in order to adjust them to the curriculum. Rather the 
curriculum is being adjusted to the pupils. This procedure 
involves a thorough individual analysis of the pupil in order 
to determine his needs. Thus the recognition of individual 
differences is the basic in any plan to reduoe failure. " 
9. Summary and Conclusion of Research 
Persistence of nonpromotion.-- F.rom the research investigated in 
this paper, it is apparent that the extent of nonpromotion in the 
schools today is not as great as it was fifty, twenty-five, or even 
ten years ago; but it is also apparent that nonpromotion is a problem 
which has not been solved, since a sufficient amount of nonpromotion 
exists today to be alarming in the light of educational research. 
Liberal promotion policY.-- It is further evident from current 
attacks on education that a liberal policy of continuous promotion 
with little or no nonpromotion will be open to question unless the 
schools can support their policies with valid and reliable information · 
or studies. 
Even though the studies quoted in this paper support the thesis 
of continuous promotion or continuous progress of pupils, they are 
not, in the opinion of the writer, sufficient in number or in their 
statistical validity to stand up in the face of sophisticated 
questioning. 
j)The Encyclopedia of :Eliucationa.l Research, 1950, p. ll24. 
~ 
Need for safeguards.-- If one accepts the policy of equalization 
of education or the philosophy of individual differences, one must be 
constantly on guard against the inroads of conservatives who feel 
safe in following in the footsteps of their fathers and grandfathers. 
There is still work to be done. 
CHAPI'ER III 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND TECHNIQ~ 
1. Major Phases of Study 
Phase One.-- Phase One of the study was centered in the first year 
when all three groups were in the third grade : the promoted group, the 
not promoted group, and the· considered for nonpromotion but promoted 
group. The Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the Kuhlmann-Anderson 
Intelligence Tests were administered to all groups, and teacher ratings 
and grades were obtained in thirteen characteristics. 
The mean and standard deviation were computed for all character-
istics to compare the three groups. The means obtained were subjected 
to analysis of variance to determine whether or not noted differences 
between groups were significant. 
Phase Two.-- Phase Two of the study was centered in the secom year 
when the promoted group and the considered for nonpromotion but promoted 
were in grade tour, am the not promoted group was repeating grade three. 
As in Phase One, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered to 
all groups, and teacher ratings and grades were obtained in thirteen 
characteristics. 
The meansof all characteristics were computed for comparison with 
Phase One data to determine what gains, if any, had been made by the 
groups. The means of the not promoted group and the considered for 
nonpromotion but promoted group were subjected to analysis of variance 
-32-
to determine whether or not noted differences between them were signi-
ficant. 
2. Selection of Cities 
Twenty-eight cities selected for inquiry.-- Twenty-eight cities 
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were selected as having a percentage of nonpromotion large enough to make 
a study statistically significant. Istters were sent to the superin-
tendents of these cities asking for their help. A total of nineteen 
replies vas received. Nine were unanswered. 
The nineteen replying were willing to cooperate in the study and 
expressed interest in such a study, feeling that more should be known 
about this problem ot promotional policy. 
These cities reported the following estimates ot nonpromotion in 
their sehool systems : 
Cities Reporting on Frequency of Nonpromotion 
Number of Cities Reporting Frequency of Nonpromotion 
5 No statistics to report 
2 Less than 1 per cent 
2 1 per cent 
1 2 per cent 
2 3 per cent 
4 4 per cent 
1 5 per cent 
1 10 per cent 
1 15 per cent 
Selection of systems on basis of percentage of nonpromotions.-- In 
the original plan of study, it was decided to select systems to be 
studied on the basis of percentage of nonpromotion according to the 
following categories: zero to five percent nonpromotion, six to ten 
per cent nonpromotion, and in excess of ten per cent. Two other cri-
teria were to be differences of socio-economic aspects and philosophy 
of education. Using these criteria, one system was selected with one 
per cent nonpromotion, one with four per cent, one with five per cent, 
one with ten per cent, and one with fifteen per cent. 
One system failed to meet criteria.-- When the tests were given 
for Phase One to the third grade children in the system selected with 
fifteen per cent nonpromotion, it was apparent that some change in atti-
tude toward nonpromotion or toward the study was taking place. When the 
testing was completed and the results returned to the superintendent, 
the teachers reported only two cases or nonpromotion for that year where 
it was originally anticipated that ten to fifteen pupils would not be 
promoted to the fourth grade. It is not possible for this writer to 
assay the reasons for this departure from what was considered normal 
practice in this system. Needless to say, however, some change in atti-
tude toward nonpromotion was prompted ~ the testing and the start of 
the study. 
Pilot study reconsidered.-- Since it seemed desirable to have five 
systems or in reality five different sets of third graders in the study, 
it was decided to reconsider using the pilot study of 1951-1952 in the 
main study. Since there were no major deficien~ies in the pilot study, 
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it was included and designated as City 1. 
3. Selection of Groups 
!I Qroups studied.-- The groups studied were the normal group of third 
grade children who were promoted to fourth grade without question, the 
not promoted group who repeated third grade, and the considered for non-
promotion but promoted group who were allowed to move into the fourth 
grade. Hereafter these groups are designated as Group 1, Group 2, and 
Group 3, respectively. 
Groups in City 1.-- Five schools out of twenty-two were selected in 
this city from which to take Group 1. These schools represented a cross-
section of the system as to socio-economic aspects, philosophy of educa-
tion, intelligence, and achievement of children. Groups 2 and 3 were 
taken from the entire third grade population. 
Groups in City 2.-- Group 1 was a controlled random sample of the 
entire third grade population on the basis of selecting the fifth and 
fifteenth boy from the alphabetical listing of boys in the classroom reg-
ister, and selecting the fifth and fifteenth girl from the alphabetical 
listing of girls in the classroom register. Approximately forty class-
rooms in all were used. Groups 2 and 3 were taken from the entire third 
grade population. 
Groups in City 3.-- Groups 1, 2 and 3 were selected from seven di£-
ferent schools in City 3. Since the schools were in the process of re-
districting for the school year 1954-1955, only those classes of third 
graders were selected which would remain intact. 
Groups in City 4.-- Groups 1 and 3 were taken from the two largest 
!/Total number of all groups is found in Appendix. 
schools out of four in this city. Group 2 vas taken from the entire 
third grade population. 
Groups in City 5.-- All groups were taken from the entire third 
grade population in this city. 
4. Characteristics Studied 
Chronological age.-- Chronological age is often considered an impor-
tant factor in nonpromotion. This is particularly true when a child is 
under age or over age for the grade level; therefore, it was considered 
a necessary characteristic to study. 
Intelligence quotient.-- The intelligence quotient was included as 
a characteristic because it is thought to be one which teachers often use 
in making decisions of nonpromotion. 
The Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test was chosen to test for the 
intelligence quotient because it is a highly reliable instrument with a 
split-half reliability coefficient of 0.95 for the third grade. 
Important skill areas.-- The important skill areas of reading, arith-
metic, language usage, and spelling are all skills which are frequently 
questioned in the promotion of a pupil. It was deemed essential that 
these skills be tested objectively b.Y a reliable instrument. The Metro-
politan Achievement Test: Elementary Battery was chosen. 
Split;half reliability coefficients for Fbrm R of the Metro-
politan Achievement Tests: 
Reading 
Vocabulary 
Arithmetic fundamentals 
Elementary Battery 
0.959 
0.9Z7 
0.946 
Arithmetic problems 
Language usage 
Spelling 
o.871 
0.924 
0.934 . 
Emotional and social maturity.-- Emotional and social maturity are 
frequently mentioned as the most important factors to consider in pro-
motional policy. They are the most difficult to determine, since they 
are almost always based on very subjective data. The Winnetka Scale for 
Rating School Behavior and Attitudes was chosen to rate the pupils in the 
areas of cooperation, social consciousness, emotional adjustment, leader-
ship, and responsibility. It is reported to have a satisfactory reliabil-
ity. Reliability coefficients based on ratings of Dorothy Van Alstyne, 
and the \vinnetka Pu.blic School Faculty at intervals from two to eight 
weeks were as . .follows: complete scale 0.87; main groupings 0.72 to 0.82. 
City 1 exceptions.-- For City 1 a five point emotional maturity 
scale and a five point social maturity scale were developed by the writer 
and a committee of teachers for use in rating these characteristics. 
Later, it was decided that since this scale, used in the pilot study, had 
not been tested for reliability, it would be better to use a rating scale 
that had a satisfactory reliability coe:f'ficient. Thus, for all other 
cities, the Winnetka Scale for Rating School Behavior and Attitudes was 
used. 
Teacher grades.-- Since it is often thought that the decision to have 
a child repeat a grade is based on the subjective opinion of the teacher, 
eight teacher grades were included in the study as follows: reading, 
vocabulary, arithmetic fundamentals, arithmetic problems, language usage, 
spelling, work habits, and handwriting. The .first six of these areas 
coincide with the six tests or the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, and 
the other two seemed to be areas the teacher might consider in making a 
decision or nonpromotion. 
5. Procedure for Statistical Analysis 
Differences between groups.-- The main purpose of this study is to 
identity differences among the three groups under consideration. The 
38 
mean of each factor for each group gives a basis for comparing the differ-
ence and the magnitude of that difference between each group. The stan-
dard deviation gives a description of the range and variability or each 
group for each characteristic. The ana.lysis of variance is a small sample 
technique which determines the level or confidence that one can place in 
making the decision that groups are not randomly selected groups but that 
they are groups which are basic~ different from each other. If the 
null hypothesis is rejected because of a high enough F factor in analysis 
of variance, one can say that the groups are really different and that the 
difference between them is significant. 
Level of significance.-- A 5 per cent level of significance was arbi-
trarily set as the level at which significance would be accepted. 
Working or statistical a.na.lysis.-- The working of the statistical 
a.nalysis for Phase One required four steps: (1) the finding or the mean 
or each characteristic for each group, (2) the finding or the standard 
deviation or each characteristic for each group, (3) the treatment or each 
characteristic for all three groups by analysis or variance to determine 
the level or confidence that these groups were actua~ three different 
groups and not randouily selected groups from a population, and ( 4) the 
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treatment of each pair of characteristics for every combination of groups 
by analysis of variance to determine whether or not observed differences 
between groups were significant. 
The working of the statistical analysis for Phase Two required two 
steps: (1) the finding of the mean of each characteristic for each group, 
and (2) the treatment of each pair of characteristics between Groups 2 and 
3 by analysis of variance to determine whether or not observed differences 
between the two groups were significant. 
6. Times of Testing 
City 1.-- The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered to the 
groups in City 1 for Phase One during the week of October 18, 1951, and 
for Phase Two during the week or Mly 11, 1953. The Kuhlma.nn-Anderson 
Intelligence Test was administered during the month of October 1951. 
City 2.-- The Metropolitan Achie.vement Tests were administered to the 
groups in City 2 for Phase One during the week of April 26, 1954, and for 
Phase Two during the week of April 25, 1955. The Kuhlmann-Anderson Intel-
ligence Test was administered during the month of October 1953. 
City 3.-- The Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the Kuhlmann-
Anderson Intelligence Test were administered to all groups in City 3 for 
Phase One during the week of April 26, 1954. The Metropolitan Achievement 
Tests were administered to all groups for Phase Two during the week or 
April 25, 1955. 
City 4.-- The Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the Knhlmann-
Anderson Intelligence Test were administered to all groups in City 4 for 
Phase One during the week of May 3, 1954. The Metropolitan Achievement 
Tests were administered to all groups for Phase Two during the week of 
May 2, 1955. 
City 5.-- The Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the K~­
Anderson Intelligence Test were administered to all groups in City 5 for 
Phase One during the week of April 20, 1954. The Metropolitan Achievement 
Tests were administered to all groups for Phase Two during the week of 
April 18, 1955. 
7. Methods of Test Administration 
City 1.-- The tests for Phase One were administered b.1 the regular 
classroom teacher or the principal of the school during the regular city-
wide testing program. The tests for Phase Two were similarly administered 
except that only those children included in the study were tested. 
City 2.-- The tests for both Phase One and Phase Two were administered 
by the regular classroom teacher or the principal of the schools during the 
regular city-wide testing program. The dates of the testing were adjusted 
so that the times would fit the design of the study. 
City 3.-- The tests were administered by the classroom teachers in-
volved in the study, for both Phase One and Phase Two. 
CitY 4.-- The tests for Phase One were administered by the writer. 
The tests for Phase Two were administered by the regular classroom teacher 
or by the principal of the school. 
City 5.-- The tests for both Phase One and Phase Two were administered 
by the writer and a team of teachers selected by the writer from another 
city. 
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8. Analysis of Raw Data 
Working of data, Phase One.-- The raw data gathered from the test-
ing and the rating and grading of pupils by the teachers were placed on 
Jj 
data sheets for each individual pupil. The data were then taken from 
these data sheets and punched on International Business Machine cards. 
The cards were processed to give the sums of scores and the sums of the 
squares of the scores. The data thus obtained were further processed y 
by the writer on Worksheets 1, 2 and 3 for all three groups to get 
the mean scores, the standard deviation, and the F factor. 
Working of data, Phase Two.-- The raw data gathered from the test-
ing and the rating and grading of pupils by the teachers were placed on 
data sheets for eaoh individual pupil. These data for all groups were 
processed to get the mean score for each characteristic for each group. 
The sums of the scores and the sums of the squares of the scores for 
Groups 2 and 3 for all cities were then figured by the writer. Using 
Worksheets 2 and 3 the F factor was derived for Groups 2 and 3 for each 
city. 
Interpretation of data.-- The interpretation of the data follows 
in Chapter IV. 
!/Individual data sheet is found in Appendix. 
y'worksheets 1, 2 and 3 are found in Appendix. 
CHAPTER IV 
INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
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CHAPTER IV 
INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
1. Null HYPothesis for All Cities 
Null hypothesis for three groups.-- In order to proceed with the 
identification of significant differences between groups for each char-
acteristic, one first has to prove that the three groups from each city 
were different groups which could not have been selected at random from 
. the population. To test the null hypothesis, the three groups for each 
characteristic were treated Qy analysis of variance city by city. If a 
level of eignificance of 5 per cent were found, it was accepted that the 
groups differed significantly and further treatment between pairs of 
groups for each characteristic would yield where the differences lay. 
If the level of significance were greater than 5 per cent, no fUrther 
statistical treatment was necessary because the null hypothesis would 
be true. 
y' 
City 1.-- Table I, Column 2 lists the F factors for each character-
istic for City 1 for all three groups. An F factor of 3.08 with 2 degrees 
ot·f'reedom for the larger variance and 119 degrees of freedom for the 
smaller variance gives a level of significance of 5 per cent. Since 
each F factor is greater than 3.08, the null hypothesis can be rejected, 
demonstrating that these groups are different and not randomly selected. 
!/F factor is synonymous with F, F test, and F ratio. 
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City 2.-- Table I, Column 3 lists the F factors for eaeh character-
istic for City 2 for all three groups. An F factor of 3.05 with 2 de-
grees of freedom for the larger variance and 170 degrees of freedom 
for the smaller variance gives a level of significance of 5 per cent. 
Since each F factor is greater than 3.051 the null hypothesis can be 
rejected. 
City 3.-~ Table I, Column 4 lists the F factors for each character-
istic for City 3 for all three groups. An F factor of 3.10 with 2 
degrees of freedom for the larger variance and 89 degrees of freedom 
for the smaller variance gives a level of significance of 5 per cent. 
Since each F factor is greater than 3.101 the null hypothesis can be 
rejected. 
City 4.-- Table I, Column 5 lists the F factors for each character-
istic for City 4 for all three groups. An F factor of 3.08 with 2 
degrees of freedom for the larger variance and 110 degrees of freedom 
for the smaller variance gives a level of significance of 5 per cent. 
Since the F factors for all characteristics except arithmetic funda-
mentals is greater than 3.081 the null hypothesis can be rejected for 
them. 
City 5.-- Table I, Column 6 lists the F factors for each character-
istic for City 5 for all three groups. An F factor of 3.07 with 2 
degrees of freedom for the larger variance and 121 degrees of freedom 
for the smaller variance gives a level of significance of 5 per cent. 
Since each F factor is greater than 3.071 the null hypothesis can be 
rejected. 
I Table I I F Factors for Three Groups 
I Phase One * 5 per cent level 
All Cities ** 1 per cent level 
Characteristic City 1 City 2 City 3 City 4 City 5 
- -· 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 Chronological Age 11.417** 7.250** 13.539** 7.214** 15.548** 
2 Intelligence Quotient 45.640** 59.419** 30.418** 21.326** 32.485** 
MetroBQlitan Tests 
3 Reading 70.702** 10'7.050** 32.450** 19.131** 41.30'7** 
4 Vocabulary 30.644** 86.861** 20.410** 11.889** 39.012** 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 14.753** 97.774** 28.580** oo.ooo 13.613** 
6 Arithmetic Problems 38.527** 85.534** 15.162** 15.292** 37.548** 
7 I.e.nguage Usage 44.456** 100.548** 27.163** 27.919** 52.900** 
8 Spelling 36.544** 86.242** 25.604** 34.873** 51.073** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation Jj 27.301** 20.430** 12.161** 11.45.3** 
10 Social Consciousness 7 .163** 26.504** 21.683** 12.688** 11.057** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 22.088** 43.157** 9.505** 12.194** 13.196** 
12 U:tadership 31.91.3** 9.151** 16.519** 25.016** 
13 Responsibility 66 • .365** 10.93.3** 15.217** 14.924** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 63.555** 91..358** .34.120** 31.150** 49.731** 
15 Vocabulary 6.3.555** 62.197** 30.870** 28.079** 50.285** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 36.740** 74.62.3** 19.839** 18.851** 26.900** 
17 Arithmetic Problems .36.740** 87 .877{f* .34.275** 18.852** 28.783** 
18 Language Usage 40.523** 73 • .379** 27.568** 29.938** 46.131** 
19 Spelling 55.803** 83.684** 28.815** 60.208** 61.709** 
20 Work Habits 33.256** 42.485** 17 .236** 15~177** 27.022* 
21 Handwriting 13.910** I 32.798** ' 8.284** 
' 
12.823** I 12.219** 
I 
-- cr; 
!/ Characteristics 10 and 11 for City 1 are Social Maturity and Emotional Maturity respectively. 
2. Significant Differences between 
Pairs of Groups for Phase One 
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Null hypothesis between groups.-- In order to :find where the sig-
nificant dif:ferences between pairs o:f groups lay. each different pair 
of groups :for each characteristic was treated by analysis of variance 
to yield the level o:f significance for the difference. If a level of 
significance of 5 per cent were found. it was accepted that the groups 
differed significantly for that characteristic. If a level of signif-
icance greater than 5 per cent were :found• the null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
City 1.-- Table II is a comparison of Groups 1 and 2 in City 1 
for Phase One. Group 1 has a total number of 84 with 39 boys and 45 
girls. Group 2 has a total number of 11 with 7 boys and 4 girls. 
Column 1 lists the eighteen characteristics for comparison. Column 2 
lists for Group 1 the mean intelligence quotient. the mean age in 
months. the mean standard score for the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. 
the mean teacher-ratings. and the mean teacher-grades. Column 3 lists 
for Group 2 the information just described. Column 4 lists the differ-
ences between the means of the two groups for each characteristic. A 
minus (-) sign indicates a negative difference. Column 5 and 6 list 
the standard deviations for each group. Column 7 lists the F factors 
for each characteristic as derived by analysis of variance. 
Table II 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and NotPromoted (2) Groups 
City 1 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.95 
Group 1 N=84: Group 2 N=ll Degrees of freedom 1 and 93 
Characteristic Il x2 Il- I2 Group 1 Group 2 F R D. ~. D 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 102.571 104.091 -1.520 5.092 .. 5.734 0.861 
2. Intelligence Quotient 106.214 90.545 15.669 8.015 9.118 36.866** 
MetroBolitan Tests 
3 Reading 155.452 125.091 30.361 16.826 12.172 33.943** 
4 Vocabulary 157.250 129.364 27.886 22.244 18.634 16.216** 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 137.726 129.727 7.999 4.530 6.277 28.358** 
6 Arithmetic Problems 154.595 140.182 14.413 8.133 5.985 32.682** 
7 Language Usage 158.881 127.818 31.063 19.368 12.103 27.193** 
8 Spelling 153.881 130.091 23.790 17.859 15.418 18.077** 
Rating Scale 
9 
10 Social ~turity 4.345 3.636 0.709 1.131 1.503 3.621 
11 Emotional Maturity 4.536 3.455 1.081 0.723 1.777 14.765** 
12 
13 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.500 1.727 1.773 1.030 0.947 29.878** 
15 Vocabulary 3.500 1.727 1.773 1.030 0.947 29.878** 
16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 3.286 1.636 1.650 0.790 l.Cfl6 30.940** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 3.286 1.636 1.650 0.790 l.Cfl6 30.940** 
18 Language Usage 3.524 1.636 1.888 0.890 o. 7Cfl 46.386** 
19 Spelling 3.381 1.364 2.017 0.961 0.707 45.813** 
20 Work Habits 3.405 1.909 1.496 1.001 0.733 23.221** 
21 Handwriting 3.274 1.818 1.456 0.915 0.787 25.891** 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
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By studying the F factors found in Table II, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the normal. group, and Group 2, the not promoted 
group, differ significantly from each other in every characteristic 
except chronological age and social maturity, since an F factor of 
3.95 with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 93 degrees of 
freedom for the smaller variance .yields a level of significance of 
5 per cent. 
It would appear, therefore, that social maturity and chronological 
age are not characteristics which differentiate the normal group from 
the not promoted group. Other characteristics, intelligence, test 
scores, and teacher ratings and grades appear to be the differentiating 
characteristics in City 1. 
Table III lists the identical information as described for 
Table n above but for Groups 1 and 3. . Group 3 has a total number of 
27 with 25 boys and 2 girls. 
. 
Table III 
Comparison of Pr~moted (1) and Considered for Nonpromotion (3) Groups 
City 1 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.93 Group 1 N=84; Group 3 N=27 Degrees of freedom 1 and 109 
....... I I 
- - - - Group 1 Group 3 I Characteristic xl X3 X1- X3 ~ n ~ n F 
.. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 _.J 
1 Chronological Age 102.571 109.111 -6.540 5.092 9.221 22.383** 
2 Intelligence Quotient 106.214 90.148 16.066 8.015 10.405 72.052** 
MetroEolitan Tests I 
3 Reading 155.452 119.111 36.341 16.826 9.037 116~427** 
4 Vocabulary 157.250 124.037 33.213 22.244 17.885 50.937** 5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 137.726 133.481 4.245 4.530 7.485 13.005** 6 Arithmetic Problems 154.595 142.296 12.299 8.133 6.444 52.118** 
7 Language Usage 158.881 126.555 32.326 19.368 12.138 67.546** 
· 8 f. Spelling 153.881 124.481 29.400 17.859 ' 15.412 59.960** 
9 
Rating Scale 
10 ' Social Mi. turi ty 4.345 3.333 1.012 1.131 1.623 13.335** 
11 Emotional Maturity 4.536 3.111 1.425 0.723 1.478 46.332** 12 
13 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.500 1.370 2.130 1.030 0.414 108.257** 15 Vocabulary 3.500 1.370 2.130 1.030 0;.414 108.257** 16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.286 2.000 1.286 0.790 0.937 50.337** 17 Arithmetic Problems 3.286 2.000 1.286 0.790 0.937 50.337** 18 Language Usage 3.524 2.185 1.339 0.890 0.895 46.941** 19 Spelling 3.381 1.556 1.825 0.961 0.863 78.526** 
20 Work Habits 3.405 1.926 1.479 1.001 0.796 49.650** 21 Handwriting 3.274 2.519 0.755 0.915 1.337 I 11.197** 
. 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level $ 
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B,y studying the F factors found in Table III, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the normal group, and Group 3, the considered for 
nonpromotion but promoted group, differ significantly in all character-
istics, since the F factors exceed 3.93 necessary for a 5 per cent level 
of significance with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 
109 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance. 
It would appear, therefore, that all eighteen characteristics 
differentiate Group 3 from Group 1 and that these differences were the 
deciding factors used by the teachers in selecting pupils in Group 3 
for consideration of nonpromotion. 
The most important fact to be noted here is that Group 3 tends to 
be significantly older than Group 1 while from Table II, Group 2 was 
not significantly older than Group 1. Thus, for City 1 it may be 
assumed that the teachers tend to insist on nonpromotion for pupils 
who are doing work below that normally expected for the grade but are 
about the same age or younger than the normal group. 
Table IV lists the identical information as described for Table II 
above but for Groups 2 and 3. 
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Table IV 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 1 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 4.11 Group 3 N=27; Group 2 N=ll Degrees of freedom 1 and 36 
- - Group 3 · Group 2 Characteristic ~3 x2 x3- x2 S. D • s b. F 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
. Chronological Age 109.111 104.091 5.020 . 9.221 5.734 2.921 Intelligence Quotient 90.148 90.545 -0.397 10.405 9.118 0.013 
MetroBolitan Tests 
Reading 119.111 125.091 -5.980 9.037 12.172 2.967 Vocabulary 124.037 129.364 -5.327 17.885 18.634 0.715 Arithmetic Fundamentals 133.481 129.727 3.754 7.485 6.277 2.252 Arithmetic Problems 142.296 140.182 2.114 6.444 5.985 0.971 Language Usage 126.555 127.818 
-1.263 12.138 12.103 0.089 Spelling 124.481 130.091 ,;.5.610 15.412 ' 15.418 1.092 
Rating Seale 
Social Klturi ty 3.333 3.636 -0.303 1.623 1.503 0.299 Emotional M!turity 3.111 3.455 -0.344 1.478 1.777 0.398 
:;teg,gher GrMe§ 
Reading 1.370 1.727 -0.357 0.414 0.947 2.418 Vocabulary 1.370 1.727 ,;.0.357 0.414 0.947 2.418 Arithmetic Fundamentals 2.000 1.636 0.364 0.937 1.0'76 1.144 Arithmetic Problems 2.000 1.636 0.364 0.937 1.0'76 1.144 language Usage 2.185 1.636 0.549 0.895 0.707 3.443 Spelling 1.556 1.364 0.192 0.863 0.707 0.447 Work Habits 1.926 1.909 0.017 0.726 0.733 0.003 Handwriting 2.519 1.818 0.701 1.337 0.787 2.741 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent l evel 
~ 
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By studying the F factors found in Table IV, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 2, the pupils not promoted, and Group 3, the pupils 
considered for nonpromotion but promoted, do not differ significantly 
from each other, since for no characteristic does the F factor exceed 
the 4.ll necessary for a 5 per cent level of significance with 1 degree 
of freedom for the larger variance and 36 degrees of freedom for the 
smaller variance. 
It would appear, therefore, that intelligence, test scores, teacher-
ratings, and teacher grades are not characteristics differentiating 
Group 2 from Group 3. Chronological age, however, appears to need special 
interpretation. 
Chronological age difference.-- A significant chronological age dif-
ference between Groups 2 and 3 seems to be reasonable to assume when one 
analyzes the interrelationships of all three groups. When comparing 
Groups 2 and 3, no significant difference was found, but it was found that 
Group 3 tends to be older than Group 1 and Group 2 tends to be about the 
same age as Group 1. It is likely, then, that Group 3 is significantly 
older than Group 2. 
In examining the Fin Table IV, Column 7, comparing the chronological 
ages of Groups 2 and 3, it is found that the F factor of 2.921 is not 
large enough to give a 5 per cent level of significance, but it is large 
enough to indicate that Group 3 is moving in the direction of being older 
than Group 2. This indication is substantiated by comparing Groups 1 and 
2, and 1 and 3. 
In comparing Groups 1 and 2 in Table II, Column 7, for chronological 
.53 . 
age, an F of 0.861 is found, which is small enough to assume that Group 2 
is about the same age as Group 1. 
In comparing Groups 1 and 3 in Table III, Column 7, for chronological 
age, an F of 22.383 is found, which is large enough to give a level of 
significance of 1 per cent indicating a significant difference. It can 
reasonably be assumed that Group 3 is significantly older than Group 1. 
Thus with these interrelationships--Group 3 being older than Group 1, 
Group 2 not being older than Group 1, and Group 3 tending to be older than 
Group 2-it can be assumed that Group 3 shows a tendency of being older 
than Group 2. 
It would appear, therefore, that chronological age is the factor 
which tends to differentiate the not promoted group from the considered 
for nonpromotion but promoted group. When teachers consider pupils with 
lower intelligence, lower test scores, lower teacher ratings, and lower 
teacher grades than the normal group for possible nonpromotion, those 
pupils who are about the same age as the normal group are not promoted 
while those who are older are allowed to move to the next grade. 
This same set of interrelationships and procedure for determining 
chronological age difference for Group 2 and 3 are operative for Cities 4 
and 5. The reader will be referred back to this section for the detailed 
explanation. 
City 2.-- Table V is a comparison of Groups 1 and 2 in City 2 for 
Phase One. Group 1 has a total number of ll8 with 63 boys and 55 girls. 
Group 2 has a total number of 14 with 13 boys and 1 girl. Column 1 lists 
the twenty-one characteristics for comparison. Column 2 lists for Group 1 
54 
the mean intelligence quotient, the mean age in months, the mean standard 
score £or the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, the mean teacher-ratings, 
and the mean teacher-grades. Column 3 lists £or Group 2 the information 
just described. Column 4 lists the differences between the means o£ the 
two groups £or each characteristic. A minus (-) sign indicates a nega-
tive di£ference. Columns 5 and 6 list the standard deviation £or each 
group. Column 7 lists the F £actors £or each characteristic as derived 
by analysis of variance. 
1 
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Table V 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 2 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.92 Group 1 N=ll8; Group 2 N=14 Degrees of freedom 1 and 130 
Characteristic xl x2 xl- x2 Group 1 Group 2 
1 
F S. D. S. D. 
1 2 3 4 5 · 6 7 
Chronologioal .Age 99.432 98.143 1.289 4.496 3.796 1.062 Intelligence Quotient 106.602 94.929 ll.673 9.542 7.245 19.622** 
Metro~o1itan Tests 
Reading 173.042 130.571 42.471 21.608 ll.331 52.443** Vocabulary 174.534 128.071 46.463 22.811 16.091 54.887** Arithmetic Fundamentals 154.771 138.429 16.342 6.872 7.119 70.219** Arithmetic Problems 166.754 146.429 20.325 9.610 11.837 53.029** 
Language Usage 176.780 134.571 42.209 21.776 13.260 66.019** Spelling 171.059 138.429 32.630 20.094 13.668 35.029** 
Winnetka Scale 
Cooperation 22.144 6.429 15.715 8.194 4.747 49.584** Social Consciousness 20.822 6.643 14.179 8.494 4.937 37.552** Emotional Adjustment 21.771 7.071 14.700 7.763 3.918 48.789** Leadership 20.763 10.286 10.477 7.851 7.905 25.417** Respon~si bili ty 22.890 . .7.429 15.461 7.765 4.640 53.299** 
Teaoher Grades 
Reading 3.737 1.571 2.166 1.137 0.623 49.127** Vocabulary 3.678 2.143 1.535 1.121 0.990 24.036** Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.525 1.929 1.596 o.8o6 0.704 50.414** Arithmetic Problems 3.466 1.786 1.680 0.907 0.674 45.192** Language Usage 3.627 2.214 1.413 0.972 1.423 23.546** Spelling 3.661 2.571 1.090 1.044 0.742 39.461** Work Habits 3.551 1.500 2.051 1.229 0.732 37.465** Handwriting 3.390 1.786 1.6o4 ·1.034 0.773 . 31.604** 
* 5 per cent level; ** l ' per cent level 
' 
. 
. 
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By studying the F factors found in Table V, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the normal group, and Group 2, the not promoted 
group, differ significantly from each other in every characteristic 
except chronological age, since an F factor of 3.92 yields a level 
of significance of 5 per cent with 1 degree of freedom for the larger 
variance and 130 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance. 
It would appear, therefore, that in City 2 intelligence, test 
scores, teacher-ratings and teacher-grades are all differentiating 
factors used by the teachers in selecting pupils in Group 2 for non-
promotion. 
Again, as in City 1, chronological age is not a factor differen-
tiating Group 1 from Group 2. More will be written about this in the 
comparison of Groups 2 and 3. 
Table VI lists the identical information described above for Table V 
but for Groups 1 and .3. Group .3 has a total number of 41 with 28 boys 
and 13 girls. 
.. . 
Table VI 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Considered for Nonpromotion (3) Groups 
City 2 Phase 1 Fat 5 per cent level = 3.91 
Group 1 N=ll8; Group 3 N=41 Degrees of freedom 1 and 157 __ 
I Charaateristic t :xl I x3 :X1- x3 1 Group 1 Group 3 1 F S. D. S. D • 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 99.432 102.585 -3.153 4.496 6.526 11.853** 
2 Intelligence Quotient 106.602 88.341 18.261 9.542 10.260 108.569** 
MetroEolitan Tests 
3 Reading 173.042 124.780 48.262 21.608 15.623 174.711** 
4 Vocabulary 174.534 128.951 45.583 22.811 18.284 135.209** 
5 Arithmetic FUndamentals 154.771 140.098 14.673 6.872 5.708 152.376** 
6 Arithmetic Problems 166.754 146.171 20.583 9.610 8.797 147.373** 
7 Language Usage 176.780 130.537 46.243 21.776 13.874 163.395** 
8 Spelling 171.059 130.341 40.718 20.094 12.883 148.551** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 22.144 15.390 6.754 8.194 10.174 18.422** 
10 Social Consciousness 20.822 12.976 7.846 8,494 9.327 25.001** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 21.771 12.024 9.747 7.763 7.595 49.106** 
12 Leadership 20.763 10.878 9.885 7.851 7.241 50.741** 
13 Responsibility 22.890 9.488 13.402 7.765 7.298 94.563** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.737 1.512 2.225 1.137 0.625 143.202** 
15 Vocabulary 3.678 1. 7Cfl 1.971 1.121 0.725 111.581** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.525 1.927 1.598 0.806 0.828 119.444** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 3.466 1.585 1.881 0.9Cfl 0.715 146.632** 
18 Language Usage 3.627 1.7Cfl 1.920 0.972 0.609 141.956** 
19 Spelling 3.661 1.585 2.Cfl6 1.044 0.715 140.657** 
20 Work Habits 3.551 2.049 1.502 1.229 0.815 53.592** 
21 1 Handwriting 3.390 2.244 1.146 1.034 0.840 41.362** 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
\1\ 
..._, 
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B.1 studying the F factors found in Table VI, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the normal group, and Group 3, the considered for 
nonpromotion but promoted group, differ significantly in all character-
istics, since the F factors exceed 3.91 necessary for a 5 per cent level 
of significance with 1 degree for the larger variance and 157 degrees of 
freedom for the smaller variance. 
It would appear, therefore, that all twenty-one characteristics 
differentiate Group 3 from Group 1, and that these differences were 
the deciding factors in selecting pupils in Group 3 for consideration 
of nonpromotion. 
Here again, as in City 1, Group 3 tends to be significantly older 
than Group 1, while from Table V it vas concluded that Group 2 vas not 
significantly older than Group 1. Thus, for City 2, as in City 1, it 
would appear that the teachers tend to insist on nonpromotion for pupils 
who are doing work below that normally expected for the grade but are 
about the same age or younger than the normal group. 
Table VII lists the identical information described above for 
Table V but for Groups 2 and 3. 
Table VII 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (.3 ) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 2 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 4.02 Group 3 N=41; Group 2 N=l4 Degrees of freedom 1 and 53 
.. 
I x3- ~ I GrOup 3 ' 
. : 
Characteristic x3 ~ Group 2 I F S. D. S. D. 
I 1 2 ' .3 4 5 6 7 I I 
1 Chronological Age 102.585 98.14.3 4.442 6.526 .3.796 5.858* 2 Intelligence Quotient 88 • .341 94.929 -6.588 10.260 7.245 4.955* 
MetroEolitan Tests 
.3 Reading 124.780 1.30.571 -5.791 15.62.3 11~.3.31 1.6.38 
4 Vocabulary 128.951 128.071 0.880 18.284 16.091 0.026 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 140.098 1.38.429 1.669 5.708 7.119 0.778 6 Arithmetic Problems 146.171 146.429 -0.258 8.797 11.8.37 0.007 7 Language Usage 1.30. 5.37 1.34.571 -4.0.34 1.3.874 1.3.260 0.90.3 8 Spelling 1.30 • .341 1.38.429 -8.088 12.88.3 1.3.668 
.3.979 
Bating Scale 
9 Cooperation 15 • .390 6.429 8.961 10.174 4.747 10.200** 10 Social Consciousness 12.976 6.64.3 6 • .3.33 9 • .327 4.9.37 5.9.37* 11 Emotional Adjustment 12.024 7.071 4.953 7.595 .3.918 5. 50.3* 12 leadership 10.878 10.286 0.592 7.241 7.905 0.101 
1.3 Responsibility 9.488 7.429 2.059 7.298 4.640 0.986 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.512 1.571 -0.059 0.625 0.62.3 0.092 15 Vocabulary 1.707 2.14.3 -0.4.36 0.725 0.990 .3.068 16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 1.927 1.929 -0.002 0.828 0.704 o.ooo 
17 Arithmetic Problems 1.585 1.786 -0.201 0.715 0.674 0.845 18 Language Usage 1.707 2.214 -0.507 0.609 1.42.3 3 • .319 19 Spelling 1.585 2.571 -0.986 0.715 0.742 1.477 20 Work Habits 2.049 1.500 0.549 0.815 0.7.32 4.989·* 21 Handwriting 2.244 1.786 0.458 0.840 0.773 3.2.32 I 
---
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
6o 
B,y studying the F factors found in Table VII, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 2, the not promoted group, and Group 3, the considered 
for nonpromotion group, differ significantly in chronological age, 
intelligence quotient, cooperation, social consciousness, emotional 
adjustment, and work habits, since these F factors exceed the 4.02 neces-
sary for a 5 per cent level of significance with 1 degree of freedom for 
the larger variance and 53 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance. 
In all other characteristics there are no significant differences. 
In City 2, Group 3 compared to Group 2 appears to be older, to have 
a lower intelligence, to be more cooperative, to have greater social 
consciousness, to be more emotionally mature, and to have better work 
habits. 
The greater chronological age for Group 3 as compared to Group 2 is 
beginning to emerge as a pattern. In City 2, Group 2 appears to be 
about the same age or younger than Group 1; while Group 3 appears to be 
older than Group 1. This is fUrther substantiated by the significantly 
older chronological age of Group 3 to Group 2 found in Table VII. What 
appears to be happening is that, in a group of children considered for 
nonpromotion, those who are older than the normal group are allowed to 
move to the next grade. 
City 3.-- Table VIII is a comparison of Groups 1 and 2 in City 3 
for Phase One. Group 1 has a total number of 75 with 40 boys and 35 
girls. Group 2 has a total number of 10 with 7 boys and 3 girls. 
Column 1 lists the twenty-one characteristics for comparison. . Column 2 
lists for Group 1 the mean intelligence quotient, the mean age in 
months, the mean standard score for the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, 
the mean teacher-ratings, and the mean teacher-grades. Column 3 lists 
for Group 2 the information just described. Column 4 lists the differ-
ences between the means of the two groups for each characteristic. A 
minus (-) sign indicates a negative difference. Columns 5 and 6 list 
the standard deviation for each group. Column 7 lists the F factors 
for each characteristic as derived by analysis of variance. 
' I Table VIII 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 3 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.96 Group 1 N=75; Group 2 N=lO Degrees of freedom 1 and 83 
Characteristic xl x2 xl- x2 Group 1 Group 2 F S. D. S. D. 
-- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
-1 ' Chronological Age 101.933 115.400 -13.467 7.241 13.418 I 25.120** 2 Intelligence Quotient 106.067 80.100 25.967 11.514 12.079 45.463 ** 
MBtroEolitan Tests 
3 Reading 164.HJ7 130.000 34.107 14.791 7.235 51.955** 4. Vocabulary 166.413 141.300 25.113 14.551 8.622 28.741** 5 Arithmetic FUndamentals 145.547 136.100 9.447 5.511 9.970 46.269** 6 Arithmetic Problems 158.840 143.500 15.340 9.724 4.900 24.277** 7 language Usage 170.360 135.800 34.560 16.044 11.491 44.033** 8 Spelling 170.240 139.300 30.940 16.768 11.781 32.378** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 21.907 7.800 14.107 8.051 6.437 28.756** . 10 Social Consciousness 21.013 9.300 11.713 7.458 7.167 22.276** 11 Emotional Adjustment 19.853 11.200 8.653 8 • .354 5.875 10.203** 12 Leadership 17.560 7.100 10.460 9.342 6.544 12.048** 13 Responsibility 21.067 10.600 10.467 8.482 4.164 14.876** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.493 1.000 2.493 1.102 o.ooo 51.312** 15 Vocabulary 3.560 1.200 2.360 1.037 0.444 50.926** . 16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.427 1.700 1.727 0.909 0.868 32.841** 17 Arithmetic Problems 3.307 1.000 2.307 0.965 o.ooo 57.322** 18 . Language Usage 3.560 1.500 2.060 0.947 0.745 . 44.418** 19 Spelling 3.720 1.400 2.320 1.054 0.737 46.109** 20 , Work Habits 3.533 1.600 1.933 1.127 0.737 28.212** 
21 Handwriting 3.360 2.200 1.160 I 1.015 1.296 11.086** 
. 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
R;' 
By studying the F factors found in Table VIII, Column 7, it ea.n 
be seen that Group 1, the normal group, a.nd Group 2, the not promoted 
group, differ signifiea.ntly from each other in every characteristic, 
since a.n F factor of 3.96 vith 1 degree of freedom for the larger vari-
ance a.nd 83 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance yields a level 
of significance of 5 per cent. 
It would appear, therefore, that all twenty-one characteristics 
a.re factors differentiating Group 1 from Group 2. The teachers in 
City 3 seem to select those children for nonpromotion who have lower 
intelligence, lower test scores, lower teacher-ratings, and lower 
teacher-grades than the normal group irrespective of the chronological 
a.ge factor. 
At this point a. difference for City 3 from the other cities begins 
to appear. In Cities 1 and 2 it was found that Group 2 did not differ 
significantly from Group 1 in chronological age, while in City 3, 
Group 2 does differ significantly from Group 1. F.rom Table VIII, 
Column 4, it can be seen that Group 2 is 13.467 months older. It would 
appear that a different promotional policy is being used in City 3. 
Table IX lists the identical information described above for 
Table VIII but for Groups 1 and 3. Group 3 has a total number of 7 
with 4 boys and 3 girls. 
Table IX 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Considered for Nonpromotion (3) Groups 
City 3 Phase ·l F at 5 per cent level = 3.96 
Group 1 N='7 5 ; Group 3 N=? Degrees of freedom 1 and SO 
- - Group 1 Group 3 Characteristic xl x3 xl- x3 S. D. S. D. F 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
. 
1 Chronological Age 101.933 110.714 -8.781 7.241 14.447 8.056** 
2 Intelligence Quotient 106.067 I 89.429 16.638 11.514 8.954 15.300** 
Metro2olitan Tests 
3 Reading 164.107 1..42.714 21.393 14.791 8.337 14.353** 
4 Vocabulary 166.413 146.286 20.127 14.551 6.562 13.225** 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 145.547 139.000 6.547 5.511 4.646 9.427** 6 Arithmetic Problems 158.840 149.286 9.554 9.724 5.132 6.642** 
7 language Usage 170.360 148.000 22.360 16.044 13.563 12.972** 8 Spelling 170.240 140.714 29.526 16.768 10.430 21.174** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 21.907 10.143 11.764 8.051 6.155 14.386** 
10 Social Consciousness 21.013 7.143 13.870 7.458 3.916 23.803** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 19.853 9.714 10.139 8.354 6.795 9.874** I 12 I..eadership 17.560 7.571 9.989 9.342 8.683 7.559** 
13 Responsibility 21.067 11.857 9.210 8.482 6.494 7.943** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.493 1.714 1.779 1.102 0.527 17.980** 
15 Vocabulary 3.560 2.14.3. 1.417 1.037 0.745 12.643** 
16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 3.427 2.429 0.998 0.909 0.577 8.219** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 3.307 2.000 1.30'7 0.965 0.624 12.507** 
18 language Usage 3.560 2.143 1.417 0.947 0.972 15.169** 
19 Spelling 3.720 2.143 1.577 1.054 0.972 14.814** 
20 Work Habits 3.533 2.286 1.247 1.127 1.027 8.128** 
21 Handwriting ' 3.360 2.286 1.074 1.015 1.027 7 .323** 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
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By studying the F factors found in Table IX, Column 7 1 it can be 
seen that Group 11 the normal group, and Group 3, the considered for 
nonpromotion group, differ signif'icantly in all characteristics since 
the F factors exceed 3.96 necessary for a 5 per cent level of signifi-
cance with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 80 degrees 
of' freedom for the smaller variance. 
It would appear,therefore 1 that all twenty-one characteristics 
were factors in selecting these pupils for consideration of nonpromo-
tion. 
Table X lists the identical information described above for 
Table VIII but for Groups 2 and 3. 
. 
Table X 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (.3) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City .3 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 4.54 
Group .3 N=!7; Group 2 N=lO Degrees of freedom 1 and 15 
Characteristic x.3 x2 !.3- !2 Group .3 . Group 2 F S. D. S. - D. 
1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 -
1 Chronological Age ll0.714 115.400 -4.686 14.447 1.3.418 0.5.36 
2 ' Intelligence Quotient 89.429 80.100 9 • .329 8.954 12.079 6.984* 
MetroEQlitan Tests 
.3 Reading 142.714 1.30.000 12.714 8 • .3.37 7.2.35 12.777** 
4 Vocabul.ary 146.286 141 • .300 4.986 6.562 8.622 1.864 
5 Arithmetic FUndamentals 1.39.000 1.36.100 2.900 4.646 9.970 o.ooo . 
6 Arithmetic Problems 149.286 14.3.500 5.786 5.1.32 4.900 6.267* 
7 Language Usage 148.000 1.35.800 12.200 1.3.56.3 ll.491 4.561* 
8 Spelling 140.714 1.39 • .300 1.414 10.4.30 11.781 0.07.3 
Rating Scale 
9 · Cooperation 10.14.3 7.800 2 • .34.3 6.155 6.4.37 0.6.39 
10 Social Consciousness 7 .14.3 9 • .300 -2.157 .3.916 7.167 0.581 
11 Emotional Adjustment 9.714 11.200 -1.486 6.795 5.875 0.264 
12 Leadership 7.571 7.100 0.471 8.68.3 6.544 0.019 
1.3 Responsibility 11.857 10.600 1.257 6.494 4.164 0.27.3 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.714 1.000 0.714 0.527 o.ooo 22.105** 
15 Vocabulary 2.14.3 1.200 0.94.3 0.745 0.444 12 • .327** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 2.429 1.700 0.729 0.577 0.868 4.196 
17 Arithmetic Problems 2.000 1.000 1.000 0.624 o.ooo .30.962** 
18 Language Usage 2.14.3 1.500 0.64.3 0.972 0.745 2.728 
19 Spelling 2.14.3 1.400 0.74.3 0.972 0.7.37 .3.682 
20 Work habits 2.286 1.600 0.686 1.027 0.7.37 2.956 
21 Handwriting 2.286 2.200 0.086 1.027 1.296 0.024 & 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
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By studying the F factors found in Table X, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 2, the not promoted group, and Group 3, the considered 
for nonpromotion group, differ significantly in intelligence quotient; 
in test scores in reading, arithmetic problems, and language usage; 
and in teacher-grades in reading, vocabulary, and arithmetic problems, 
since each of these F factors exceeds the 4.54 necessary for a 5 per 
cent level of significance with 1 degree of freedom for the larger 
variance and 15 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance. In all 
other characteristics there are no significant differences. 
In City 3, Group 3 compared to Group 2 tends to have a lower intel-
ligence; to have better reading, arithmetic problems, and language 
usage test scores; and to have better reading, vocabulary, and arith-
metic problems teacher-grades. It appears that Group 3 was allowed to 
move to . the next grade because the pupils were better than Group 2 in 
subject areas. Thus, for City 3 grade standards in skills and achieve-
ment seemto be the essential factors in selecting children for non-
promotion. This is a different promotional policy from what is found 
in the other four cities. 
City 4.-- Table XI is a comparison of Groups 1 and 2 in City 4 for 
Phase One. Group 1 has a total number of 93 with 50 boys and 43 girls. 
Group 2 has a total number of 9 with 7 boys and 2 girls. Column 1 
lists the twenty-one characteristics for comparison. Column 2 lists 
for Group 1 the mean intelligence quotient, the mean age in months, the 
mean standard score for the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, the mean 
teacher-ratings, and the mean teacher-grades. Column 3 lists for Group 2 
the information just described. Column 4 lists the differences between 
~ 
the means of the two groups for each characteristic. A minus (-) sign 
indicates a negative difference. Columns 5 and 6 liet the standard 
deviation for eaeh group. Column 7 lists the F factors for each char-
acteristic as derived b.1 analysis of variance. 
Table XI 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 4 Phase 1 
Group 1 N=9.3 ; Group 2 N=9 F at 5 per cent level = .3.94 
Degrees of freedom 1 and 100 
Characteristic - - Group 1 Group 2 xl x2 xl- x2 S. D. S. D. F 
- 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 100.li8 101.111 
-0.99.3 5.680 7 .6.38 0.241 
2 Intelligence Quotient 10.3.978 95.444 8.5.34 6.748 8. 520 12.824** 
Metro£olitan Tests 
.3 Reading 162.90.3 1.34.3.33 28.570 17.033 25.367 21.620** 
4 Vocabulary 165.914 141.888 24.026 17.147 29.391 14.396** 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 145.172 136.666 8.506 0.918 10.187 oo.ooo 
6 Ar i tbm.etic Pro b1ems 162.226 148.000 14.226 8.251 7.920 25.001** 
7 language Usage 174.613 139.222 35.391 15.349 17.810 ·43.375** 
8 Spelling 166 • .312 134.888 .31.424 14.154 14.825 40.930** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 20.677 11.444 9.23.3 ··- 6.815 7.038 15.279** 
10 Social Consciousness 19.419 9.555 9.864 7.310 5.860 15.633** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 20.570 10.4.44 lO . :l~~ 7.3,5 6.669 16.1.39** 
12 Isadership 19.473 7.666 ll.80'7 7.759 6.666 19.738** 
1.3 Responsibility 22.925 12.111 10.814 7.156 7.433 18.988** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.4.30 1.444 1.986 0.942 0.673 38.517** 
15 Vocabulary .3.419 1.444 1.975 0.964 0.771 36.001** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.387 2.000 1 • .387 0.852 1.186 20.746** 
17 Arithmetic Problems .3.108 1.555 1.55.3 0.832 0.9.35 28.602** 
18 language Usage 3 • .344 1.444 1.900 0.791 0.559 50.020** 
19 Spelling .3.559 1.333 2.226 o. 70.3 0.530 86.680** 
20 Work Habits .3.505 1.888 1.617 0.897 0.984 27.769** 
21 Handwriting .3.194 1.888 1 • .306 0.917 0.829 17.160** $ 
---
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
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By studying the F factors found in Table XI, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the normal group, and Group 2, the not promoted 
group, differ significantly from each other in every characteristic 
except chronological age and arithmetic fundamentals test score, since 
an F factor of 3.94 vith 1 degree of freedom for the larger vari~nce 
and 100 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance yields a level of 
significance of 5 per cent. 
It would appear, therefore, from the evidence presented in this 
table that all characteristics except chronological age and arithmetic 
· fundamentals test score vere deciding factors in considering the pupils 
in Group 2 for nonpromotion. 
Table XII lists the identical information described above for Table 
XI but for Groups 1 and 3. Group 3 has a total number of 11 vith 7 
boys and 4 girls. 
Table XII 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Considered for Nonpromotion (3 ) Groups 
· City 4 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.94 
Group 1 N=93; Group 3 N=ll Degrees of freedom 1 and 102 
Characteristic xl x3 xl- x3 Group 1 Group 3 F S. D. S. D. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 100.118 107.909 -7.791 5.680 ' 11.503 14.175** 
2 Intelligence Quotient 103.978 90.455 13.523 6.748 10.787 35.278** 
, Metro~litan Teets 
3 Reading 162.903 137.909 24.994 17.033 17.211 21.541** 
4 Vocabulary 165.914 146.000 19.914 17.147 19.772 13.126** 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 145.172 141.182 3.990 0.918 6.696 48•279** 
6 Arithmetic Problems 162.226 154.091 8.135 8.251 10.597 9.200** 
7 lAnguage Usage 174.613 150.545 24.068 15.349 23.761 21.871** 
8 Spelling 166.312 138.909 27.403 14.154 16.526 36.369** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 20.677 12.818 7.859 6.815 9.461 12.296** 
10 Social Consciousness 19.419 11.636 7.783 7.310 6.720 11.526** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 20.570 13.000 7.570 7.335 7.974 10.502** 
12 ~adership 19.473 9.818 9.655 7.759 7.157 15.733** 
13 Responsibility 22.925 13.909 9.016 7.156 9.064 15.082** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.430 1.909 1.520 0.942 0.735 27.092** 
15 Vocabulary 3.419 2.000 1.419 0.964 0.663 22.804** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 3.387 2.273 1.114 0.852 1.058 16.330** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 3.108 2.091 1.017 0.832 1.096 14.041** 
18 lAnguage Usage 3.344 2.455 0.889 0.791 0.721 12.866** 
19 Spelling .. 3.559 2.091 1.468 0.703 0.735 43.362** 
20 Work Habits 3.505 2.636 0.869 0.897 1.349 8.442** 
21 Handwriting 3.194 2.273 0.921 0.917 0.825 10.284** 
- - --- ------
* 5 per cent level: ** 1 per cent level ~ 
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B.y studying the F factors in Table XII, Column 7, it can be seen 
that Group 1, the normal group, and Group 3, the considered for non-
promotion group, differ significantly in every characteristic, since 
the F factors exceed 3.94 necessary for a 5 per cent level of signifi-
cance with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 102 degrees 
of freedom for the smaller variance. 
F.rom the evidence of these statistics it would appear that all 
twenty-one characteristics are factors which differentiate Group 1 
from Group 3 and were used by the teachers in selecting the pupils in 
Group 3 for consideration of nonpromotion. 
Here again, as in Cities 1 and 2, Group 3 tends to be older than 
Group 1, while Group 2 tends to be about the same age as Group 1. 
Table XIII lists the identical information described above for 
Table XI but for Groups 2 and 3. 
Table XIII 
City 4 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 4.41 
Group 3 N=ll; Group 2 N=9 Degrees of freedom: 1 and 18 
- - - Group 3 Group 2 Characteristic x3 x2 x3- x2 F S. D. S. D. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
' 1 Chronological Age 1(17 .909 101.111 6.798 11.503 7.638 2.545 
2 Intelligence Quotient 90.455 95.444 -4.989 10.787 .8.520 1.410 
Metro~litan Te!ts 
3 Reading 137.909 134.333 3.576 17.211 25.367 0.157 
4 Vocabulary 146.000 141.888 4.112 19.772 29.391 0.155 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 141.182 136.666 4.516 6.696 10.187 o.ooo 
6 Arithmetic Problems 154.091 148.000 6.091 10.597 7.920 2.253 
7 Language Usage 150.545 139.222 li.323 23.761 17.810 1.546 
8 Spelling 138.909 134.888 4.021 16.526 14.825 0.356 
I Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 12.818 11.444 1.374 9.461 7.038 0.144 
10 Social Consciousness 11.636 9.555 2.081 6.720 5.860 0.589 
ll Emotional Adjustment 13.000 10.444 2.556 7.974 6.669 0.651 
12 Leadership 9.818 7.666 2.152 7.157 6.666 0.528 
13 Responsibili ty 13.909 12.111 1.798 9.064 7.433 0~253 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.909 1.444 0.465 0.735 o.673 2.363 
15 Vocabulary 2.000 1.444 0.556 0.663 0.771 3.341 
16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 2.27.3 2.000 0.27.3 1.058 1.186 0 • .328 
17 Arithmetic Problems 2.091 1.555 0.536 1.096 0.935 1.489 
18 Language Usage 2.455 1.444 1.011 0.721 0.559 13.083** . 
19 Spelling 2.091 1.333 0.758 0.735 0.530 7.398* 
20 Work Habits 2.636 1.888 0.748 1.349 0.984 2.124 
21 Handwriting 2.273 1.888 I 0.385 0.825 0.829 1.185 
-· * 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
B,y studying the F factors found in Table XIII, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 2, the not promoted group, and Group 3, the considered 
for nonpromotion group, differ significantly in only language usage and 
spelling grades, since for these characteristics there are F factors 
which exceed the 4.41 necessary for a 5 per cent level of significance 
with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 18 degrees of 
freedom for the smaller variance. Group 3 tends to have better grades 
in language usage and spelling. 
Chronological age differences.-- It appears, here, that a set of 
similar age relationships is operating as found in City 1. The reader 
is referred to the section on Chronological age difference (page52 ) 
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for Groups 2 and 3 in City 1, which gives a detailed explanation of the 
procedure for arriving at the conclusion that Group 3 is significantly 
older than Group 2. It is sufficient to say here that in City 4, Group 2 
tends to be about the same age as Group 1; Group 3 tends to be older than 
Group 1; and Group 3, from Table XIII, shows a trend of being older than 
Group 2. It is assumed, therefore, that Group 3 tends to be older than 
Group 2. Chronological age seems to be the factor differentiating 
Group 2 from Group 3. 
City 5.- Table XIV is a comparison of Groups 1 and 2 in City 5 for 
Phase One. Group 1 has an N of 93 with 51 boys and 42 girls. Group 2 
has an N of 8 with 7 boys and 1 girl. Column 1 lists the twenty-one 
characteristics for comparison. Column 2 lists for Group 1 the mean 
intelligence quotient, the mean age in months, the mean standard score 
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for the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, the mean teacher-ratings, and 
the mean teacher-grades. Column 3 lists for Group 2 the information 
just described. Column 4 lists the differences between the means of 
the two groups for each characteristic. A minus (-) sign indicates a 
negative difference. Columns 5 and 6 list the standard deviation for 
each group. Column 7 lists the F factors for each characteristic as 
derived by analysis of variance. 
Table XIV 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 5 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 3.94 
Group 1 N=93; Group 2 N=8 Degrees of freedom 1 and 99 
-
- - - - Group 1 Group 2 Characteristic xl x2 xl- x2 S. D. S. D. F 
. 
~· ~, -
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 100.204 104.500 -4.296 7.CJ75 7.362 2,.754 
2 Intelligence Quotient 102.409 93.125 9.284 9.5l8 7.493 7.317** 
! 
Metro~olitan Tests 
3 · Reading 162.065 127.375 .34.690 19.001 2.3.678 24.181** 
4 Vocabulary 168.677 135.500 .3.3.177 20.951 14.297 19.483** 
5 Arithmetic FUndamentals 153.484 141.875 11.609 8.675 10.543 1.3.052** 
6 Arithmetic Problems 162.710 143.750 18.960 10.167 5.35.3 27.357** 
7 Language Usage 166.924 128.750 .38.174 18.180 7.995 34.877** 
8 Spelling 165.18.3 127.875 .37.288 18 • .316 6.891 25.6.36** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 19.699 7.625 12.074 7.919 5.964 17.946** 
10 Social Consciousness 18.968 7.000 11.968 8.827 6.515 14.209** 
11 Emotional Adjustment 20.054 7 • .375 . 12.679 9.160 6.046 14.914** 
12 Leadership 19.6.34 4.500 15.134 8.425 4.60? 25.349** 
13 Responsibility 19.677 6.500 1.3.177 9.261 5.799 15.805** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.473 1 • .375 2.098 0.93.3 0.553 .39.59.3** 
15 Vocabulary 3.290 1.125 2.165 0.844 0 • .378 47.442** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals .3.269 1.500 1.769 1.018 0.571 23.687** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 3.0.32 1.375 1.657 0.999 0.553 21.592** 
18 language Usage 3 • .312 1.500 1.812 0.926 0.571 29.928** 
19 Spelling .3.516 1.000 2.516 1.023 o.ooo 48.477** 
20 Work Habits .3.301 1.250 2 .. 051 0.958 0.495 36.076 
21 HalXi'Wl'i ting .3 • .398 2.375 1.023 1.029 0.553 10.571** 
'~ 
I 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level (j.. 
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B.r studying the F factors found in Table XIV, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Group 1, the promoted group, and Group 2, the not promoted 
group, differ significantly from each other in every characteristic, 
except chronological age, since an F factor of 3.94 with 1 degree of 
freedom for the larger variance and 99 degrees of freedom for the 
smaller variation yields a level of significance of 5 per cent. 
It would appear, therefore, that in City 5 all characteristics, 
except chronological age, were factors which the teachers used in 
selecting pupils in Group 2 for consideration of nonpromotion. 
Table XV lists the identical information described above for 
Table XIV but for Groups 1 and 3. Group 3 has an N of 23 with 14 boys 
and 9 girls. 
or 
Table XV 
Comparison of Promoted (1) and considered for Nonpromotion (3) Groups 
City 5 Phase 1 F at .5 per cent level= 3.93 Group 1 N=93; Group 3 N=23 Degrees of freedom 1 and 114 
- Group 1 Group 3 Characteristic X1 X3 X1- X3 S. D. S. D. F 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 100.204 109.739 
-9.535 7.075 9.260 55.786** 2 Intelligence Quotient 102.409 86.739 15.670 9.518 4.218 59.878** ~ 
Metro2Qlitan Tests 
3 Reading 162.065 130.435 31.630 19.001 11.072 59.346** 4 Vocabulary 168.677 132.783 35.894 20.951 12.941 62.300** 5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 153.484 145.000 8.484 8.675 8.844 17.810** 6 Arithmetic Problems 162.710 146.609 16.101 10.167 7.287 51.779** 7 Language Usage 166.924 13.3.000 .3.3. 924 18.180 10.372 74.798** 8 Spelling 165.18.3 131.391 33.792 18.316 10.756 72.834** 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 19.699 14.522 5.177 7.919 8.476 7.808** 10 Social Consciousness 18.968 12.478 6.490 8.827 8.637 10.222** 11 Emotional Adjustment 20.054 12.087 7.967 9.160 9.072 14.241** 12 leadership 19.634 9.826 9.808 8.425 6 • .353 27.669** 13 Responsibility 19.677 11.174 8. 50.3 9.261 8.155 16.512** 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 3.473 1.739 1. 7.34 0.933 0.828 73.831** 15 Vocabulary 
.3.290 1.739 1.551 0.844 0.769 60.5.32** 16 Arithmetic FUndamentals ' 3.269 1.913 1.356 1.018 ' 0.920 34.480** 17 Arithmetic Problems 3.032 1.652 1.380 0.999 0.730 39.198** 18 Language Usage 3.312 1.609 1.703 0.926 0.739 68.136** 19 Spelling 3.516 1.522 1.994 1.023 0.680 79.636** 20 Work Habits 3.301 2.174 1.127 0.958 1.052 25.003** 21 Handwriting 3.398 2 • .391 1.007 1.029 0.962 18.406** 
I• 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
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B.Y studying the F factors found in Table XV, Column 7, it can be 
seen that Groups 1 and 3 differ significantly in every characteristic, 
since the F factors exceed 3.93 necessary for a 5 per cent level of 
significance with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 114 
degrees of freedom for the smaller variance. 
From the statistics of Table XV, it would appear that in City 5 all 
twenty-one characteristics were factors used by the teachers in select-
ing pupils in Group 3 for consideration of nonpromotion. 
Again in City 5, as was found in Cities 1, 2, and 4, Group 3 tends 
to be older than Group 1, while Group 2 tends to be about the same age 
as Group 1. 
Table XVI lists the identical information described above for 
Table XIV but for Groups 2 and 3. 
Table XVI 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 5 Phase 1 F at 5 per cent level = 4.18 
Group 3 N=23; Group 2 N=8 Degrees of freedom 1 and 29 
-
- - Group 3 Group 2 Char~cteristic x3 x2 x3- x2 S. D. S. D. F 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Chronological Age 109.739 104.500 5.239 9.260 7.362 2.211 2 Intelligence Quotient I 86.739 93.125 -6.386 4.218 7.493 9.772** 
Metro2Qlitan Tests 
3 Reading 130.435 127.375 3.060 11.072 23.678 0.268 
4 Vocabulary 132.783 135.500 -2.717 12.941 14.297 0.266 
5 Arithmetic FUndamentals 145.000 141.875 3.125 8.844 10.543 0.722 6 Arithmetic Problems 146.609 143.750 2.859 7.287 5.353 1.088 7 language Usage 133.000 128.750 4.250 10.372 7.995 1.171 8 Spelling 131.391 127.875 3.516 10.756 6.891 0.784 
Hinnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 14.522 7.625 6.897 8.476 ' 5.964 4.734* 10 Social Consciousness 12.478 7.000 5.478 8.637 6.515 2.823 11 Emotional Adjustment 12.087 7.37S 4.712 9.C172 6.046 1.954 12 Leadership 9.826 4.500 5.326 6.353 4.6C17 4.986* 13 Responsibility 11.174 6.500 4.674 8.155 5.799 2.342 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.739 1.375 0.364 0.828 0.553 1.400 15 Vocabulary 1.739 1.125 0.614 0.769 0.378 4.876* 16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 1.913 1.500 0.413 0.920 0.571 1.481 17 Arithmetic Problems 1.652 1.375 0.277 0.730 0.553 1.011 18 language Usage 1.609 1.500 0.109 0.739 0.571 0.151 
19 Spelling 1.522 1.000 0.522 0.680 o.ooo 4.810* 20 Work Habits 2.174 1.250 0.924 1.052 0.495 5.926* 21 Harrlwriting 2.391 2.375 0.016 0.962 
' 
0.553 0.003 I 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level ~ 
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B.y studying the F factors found in Table XVI, Column 7, one can 
assume that Group 2, the not promoted group, and Group 3, the considered 
for nonpromotion but promoted group, differ significantly in intelli-
gence quotient; in teacher-ratings of cooperation and leadership; and 
in teacher-grades in vocabulary, spelling, and work habits. For each 
of these characteristics the F factor exceeds the 4.18 necessary for a 
5 per cent level of confidence with. 1 degree of freedom for the larger 
variance and 29 degrees for the smaller variance. Group 3 has a signif-
icantly lower intelligence quotient; but is significantly better in 
teacher ratings of cooperation and leadership; and in teacher-grades 
in vocabulary, spelling, and work habits. 
An important point to be noted here is that Groups 2 and 3 were 
not significantly different according to test scores, but only accord-
ing to characteristics rated or graded by the teacher. These better 
teacher-grades in vocabulary, spelling, and work habits; and better 
teacher-ratings in cooperation and leadership in addition to lower 
intelligence for Group 3 as compared to Group 2, eeem to indicate a 
lower expeetana,y of achievement b.1 the teachers for pupils in Group 3. 
This identical pattern does not occur in any of the other four cities; 
but a similar attitude b.1 the teacher toward pupils in Group 3 seems 
indicated in City 2. There the pupils in Group 3, who also had lower 
intelligence, were rated by the teachers as being more cooperative and 
having better work habits than pupils in Group 2. Even though this 
evidence may indicate that Group 3 consists of more cooperative pupils 
with better work habits and lower intelligence than Group 2, it is not 
sufficiently uniform throughout the five cities to appear to be a 
pattern of key factors in nonpromotion. 
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Chronological age difference.-- It appears that the same set of 
age relationships operating in City 5 are also found in Cities 1 and 4. 
The reader is referred to the section on Chronological age difference 
(page 52) for Groups 2 and 3 in City 1, which gives a detailed explana-
tion for the procedure of arriving at the conclusion that Group 3 tends 
to be older than Group 2. It is sufficient to say here that in City 5, 
Group 2 tends to be about the same age as Group 1; Group 3 tends to be 
older than Group 1; and Group 3, from Table XVI, shows a trend of being 
older than Group 2. It is assumed, therefore, that Group 3 tends to be 
older than Group 2. 
From the assumptions made that Group 3 tends to be older than 
Group 2 in Cities 1, 2, 4, and 5, a pattern has emerged which indicates 
that the factor in finally selecting pupils with lower intelligence, 
lower test scores, lower teacher-ratings, and lower teacher-grades than 
the normal group for nonpromotion is chronological age. 
3. Comparison of Groups 2 and 3 
for Phase Two 
Phase Two Purpose.-- The purpose of Phase Two was to determine if 
after one year, with Group 2 repeating grade three and Group 3 com-
pleting grade four, there were now any significant differences between 
them that could be associated with the factor of nonpromotion. 
City 1.-- Table XVII lists the mean score of each characteristic 
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for Groups 2 and 3, the differences between these means, and the F 
factors. A minus sign (-) indicates a negative difference. 
Table XVII 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) 
and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 1 Phase 2 F at 5 per cent level = 4.12 
Group 3 N=27; Group 2 N=lO Degrees of freedom 1 and 35 
Characteristic X3 x2 x3- x2 F 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Chronological Age 
2 Intelligence Quotient 
Metro2olitan Tests 
.3 Reading 140.333 151.600 -11.267 2.829 
4 Vocabulary 134.000 147.800 -13.800 1.689 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 151.296 148.700 2.596 0.366 
6 Arithmetic Problems 156.037 16o.6oo 
- 4.563 0.938 
7 language Usage 142.704 159.500 -16.796 3.951 
8 Spelling 144.519 148.800 - 4.281 0.371 
Rating Scale 
9 
10 Social :r-hturity 3.741 4.400 - 0.659 1.997 
11 Emotional Maturity 3.667 3.800 - 0.133 0.076 
12 
13 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.667 2.700 - 1.033 13.575** . 
15 Vocabulary 1.667 2.700 
- 1.033 13.575** 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 2.222 3.200 - 0.978 8.741** 
17 Arithmetic Problems 2.222 3.200 - 0.978 8.741** 
18 language Usage 2 • .370 2.500 - 0.130 0.207 
19 Spelling 1.889 2.300 - 0.411 1.317 
20 Work Habits 2.481 2.700 - 0.219 0.490 
21 Ha.ndwri ting 2.481 2.500 - 0.019 0.002 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
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By studying the F factors in Table XVII, Column 5, it can be seen 
that in only reading, vocabulary, arithmetic fundamentals, and ari th-
metic problems grades is there an F factor equal to or exceeding 4.12 
necessary for a 5 per cent level of significance with 1 degree of 
freedom for the smaller variance. In these characteristics one can 
assume that there are significant differences between Group 2, the 
not promoted group, and Group 3, the considered for nonpromotion but 
promoted group. Group 2 tends to have significantly better teacher-
grades in reading, vocabulary, arithmetic fundamentals, and arithmetic 
problems; therefore, it is assumed that teacher judgment alone differ-
entiated Group 2 from Group 3 for Phase Two in City 1. 
City 2.-- Table XVIII lists the mean score of each characteristic 
for Groups 2 and 3, the differences between these means, and the F 
factor. A minus sign {-) indicates a negative difference. An F 
factor of 4.02 with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 
53 degrees of freedom for the smaller variance yields a level of 
-
significance of 5 per cent. 
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Table XVIII 
Comparison o£ Considered for Nonpromotion (3) 
and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 2 Phase 2 F at 5 per cent level = 4.02 
Group 3 N=41; Group 2 N=14 Degrees o£ :freedom 1 and 53 
Characteristic XJ X2 x3- x2 F 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Chronological Age 
2 Intelligence Quotient 
MetroEolitan Tests 
3 Reading 142.268 155.571 -13.303 6.780* 
4 Vocabulary 144.000 153.500 - 9.500 1.812 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 149.317 145.429 3.888 1.464 6 Arithmetic Problems 156.098 155.286 0.812 0.052 
7 Language Usage 140.976 151.929 
- 0.953 2.624 8 Spelling 141.829 153.357 -11.528 5.156* 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 15.683 13.071 2.612 0.791 10 Social Consciousness 13.220 9.571 3.649 2.164 
11 Emotional Ad,Justment 11.585 10.429 1.156 0.250 
12 Leadership 14.098 14.071 0.027 o.ooo 
13 Responsibility 11.732 13.857 - 2.125 0.877 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.512 2.357 
- 0.845 12.544** 15 Vocabulary 1.756 2.429 - 0.673 6.761* I 16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 1.976 2.429 - 0.453 3.115 17 Arithmetic Problems 1.634 2.143 - 0.509 3.472 18 Language Usage 1.902 2.500 
- 0.598 5.628* 
19 Spelling 1.488 2.429 
- 0.941 16.493** 20 Work Habits 2.195 2.429 - 0.234 0.945 
21 Handwriting 2.341 2.571 - 0.230 0.756 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
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B,y studying the F factors in Table XVIII, Column 5, it can be seen 
that in only reading score, spelling score, reading grade, vocabulary 
. grade, language usage grade, and spelling grade is there an F factor 
equal to or exceeding 4.02 necessary for a 5 per cent level of signif-
icance. 
From these statistics one can assume that Group 2, the not promoted 
group, was significantly better than Group 3, the considered for nonpro-
motion but promoted group, in reading and spelling test scores; and in 
reading, vocabulary, language usage, and spelling teacher-grades. In 
all other characteristics there are no significant differences. 
City 3.-- Table XIX lists the mean score of each characteristic for 
Groups 2 and 3, the differences between these means, and the F factor. 
A minus sign (-) indicates a negative difference. An F factor of 4.60 
with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 14 degrees of 
freedom for the smaller variance yields a level of significance of 5 per 
cent. 
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Table XIX 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (.3) 
and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City .3 Phase 2 F at 5 per cent level = 4.60 
Group .3 N=l; Group 2 N=9 Degrees or freedom 1 and 14 
- - -Characteristic x.3 x2 x3- x2 F 
1 2 .3 4 5 
1 Chronological Age 
2 Intelligence Quotient 
MetronQlitan Tests 
.3 Reading 156.000 I 147.778 8.222 ' .3.276 
4 Vocabulary 160.857 150 • .3.3.3 10.524 .3.208 
5 Arithmetic Fundamentals 152.571 140.889 11.682 14 • .314** 6 Arithmetic Problems 156.286 152.444 .3.842 0 • .390 
7 language Usage 159.000 148.222 10.778 1.778 
8 Spelling 151.714 147.889 .3.825 0.067 
Wiimetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 16.429 17.000 -0.571 0.019 
10 Social Consciousness 14.571 15.889 -1 • .318 0.158 
11 Emotional Adjustment 12.857 15.889 -.3. 0.32 1.416 
12 Leadership 8.000 ll.lll -.3.111 1.189 
1.3 Responsibility 14.286 1.3.556 0.7.30 0.048 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.571 2.222 -0.651 4.4.34 
15 Vocabula.ry 1.714 2.222 -0.508 4.765* 
16 Ari tbmetic Fundamentals 2.143 .3.000 -0.857 4.570 
17 Arithmetic Problems 1.714 2.000 -0.286 0.476 
18 language Usage 1.857 1.778 0.079 0.076 
19 Spelling 1.571 2.556 -0.985 5 • .372* 
' 
20 Work Habits 2.714 2.667 0.047 0.015 
21 Handwriting 2.14.3 2.444 -0 • .301 0.707 
* 5 per cent; ** 1 per cent level 
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B,y studying the F factors in Table XIX, Column 5, it can be seen 
that in only arithmetic fundamentals score, vocabulary grade, an:i spell-
ing grade is there an F factor equal to or exceeding 4.60 necessary for 
a 5 per cent level of significance. In these characteristics one can 
assume that there is a significant difference. Group 3, the considered 
for nonpromotion but promoted group, tends to have a better arithmetic 
fundamentals test score than does Group 2, the not promoted group; while 
Group 2 tends to have higher grades in vocabulary and spelling. For no 
other characteristic is there a significant difference. 
City 4.-- Table XX lists the mean score of each characteristic for 
Groups 2 and 3, the differences between these means, and the F factor. 
A minus sign (-) indicates a negative difference. An F factor of 4.60 
with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 14 degrees of 
freedom for the smaller variance yields a level of significance of 
5 per cent. 
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Table XX 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) ' 
and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 4 Phase 2 F at 5 per cent level = 4.60 
Group 3 N=9; Group 2 N='7 Degrees of freedom 1 and 14 
- - - -Characteristic x3 X? x3- x2 F 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Chronological Age 
2 Intelligence Quotient 
MetroEolitan Tests 
3 Reading 156.333 153.286 3.047 O.fY74 
4 Vocabulary 154.222 152.286 1.936 0.023 
5 Ari thmetie Fundamentals 156.111 146.571 9.540 2.247 
6 Arithmetic Problems 158.667 153.857 4.810 0.454 
7 Language Usage 160.667 151.857 8.810 0.430 
8 Spelling 155.889 153.571 2.318 O.Wl 
Winnetka Seale 
9 Cooperation 15.667 14.714 0.953 0.036 
10 Social Consciousness 14.222 12.714 1.508 0.121 
11 Emotional .Adjustment 13.111 11.571 1.540 0.165 
12 Leadership 10.889 10.000 0.889 O.fY79 
13 Responsibility 13.667 16.429 -2.762 0.324 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 2.lll 1.714 0.397 0.605 
15 Vocabulary 2.333 2.143 0.190 0.106 
16 Arithmetic Fundamentals 2.444 2.857 -0.413 1.034 
17 Arithmetic Problem8 1.889 2.286 .:.0.397 2.010 
18 IB:nguage Usage 2.222 2.429 -0.207 0.252 
19 Spelling 2.lll 2.143 -0.032 0.005 
20 Work Habits 2.333 2.571 -0.238 0.266 
21 Handwriting 2.778 2.571 0.207 0.322 
* 5 per cent level; ** l per cent level 
By studying the F factors in Table XX, Column 5, it can be seen 
that no F factor equals or exceeds 4.60; therefore, it can be assumed 
that there are no significant differences. 
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For City 4, one can accept that there are no differentiating factors 
between Group 2 and Group 3 at the end of Phase Two. 
City 5.-- Table XXI lists the mean score of each characteristic for 
Groups 2 and 3, the differences between these means, and the F factor. 
A minus sign (-) indicates a negative difference. An F factor of 
4.20 with 1 degree of freedom for the larger variance and 28 degrees 
of freedom for the smaller variance yields a level of significance of 
5 per cent. 
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Table XXI 
Comparison of Considered for Nonpromotion (3) 
and Not Promoted (2) Groups 
City 5 Phase 2 F at 5 per cent level = 4.20 
Group 3 N=23; Group 2 N=7 Degrees of freedom 1 and 28 
- -Characteristic X 3 . x2 x3- x2 F 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 Chronological Age 
2 Intelligence Quotient 
Metro£Qlitan Tests 
3 Reading 144.826 139.143 5.683 1.191 
4 Vocabulary 145.435 145.429 0.006 o.ooo 
5 Ari tbmetie Fundamentals 154.739 152.000 2.739 0.236 
6 Arithmetic Problems 155.000 157.000 -2.000 0.175 
7 lAnguage Usage 138.870 134.714 4.156 0.336 
8 Spelling 139.000 141.714 -2.714 0.171 
Winnetka. Scale 
9 Cooperation 15.348 12.000 3.348 0.855 
10 Social Consciousness 11.043 10.286 0.757 0.058 
11 Emotional Adjustment 11.348 12.286 
-0.938 0.063 
12 Leadership 7.217 12.714 
-5.497 3.950 
13 Responsibility 9.261 8.571 0.690 0.063 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 1.652 1.714 -0.062 0.046 
15 Vocabulary 1.696 1.571 0.125 0.159 16 Arithmetic FUndamentals 1.957 2.714 -0.757 4.232* 
17 Arithmetic Problems 1.522 1.714 -0.192 0.367 
18 language Usage 1.870 2.143 -0.273 0.978 
19 Spelling 1.435 2.429 -0.994 12.929** 20 Work Habits 2.217 1.714 0.503 2.194 21 Handwriting 2.783 3.286 -0.503 1.501 
. 
* 5 per cent level; ** 1 per cent level 
B,y studying the F factors in Table XXI, Column 5, it can be seen 
that in teacher-grades in arithmetic fundamentals and spelling there 
are F factors equal to or exceeding 4.20. In these characteristics 
one can assume that there is a significant difference. Group 2, the 
not promoted group, tends to have higher grades in arithmetic funda-
mentals and in spelling than does Group 3, the considered for nonpro-
motion but promoted group. 
4. Comparison of Groups 2 and 3 
from Phase One to Phase Two 
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Definition of groups and phases.-- Group 2 is composed of those 
pupils who were considered for nonpromotion in the third grade and were 
finally required to repeat third grade. Phase One for Group 2 consists 
of the first year ·of the s tudy when these pupils were in third grade; 
Phase ·rwo for Group 2 consists of the time that these pupils were re-
peating third grade. 
Group 3 is composed of those pupils who were considered for non-
promotion in the third grade, but were finally allowed to move to grade 
four. Phase One for Group 3 consists of the first year of the study 
when the pupils were in third grade; Phase Two for Group 3 consists of 
the time that these pupils were in fourth grade. 
At the end of both Phases One and Two, achievement test scores, 
teacher ratings, and teacher grades were obtained for the purpose of 
finding any change in relationship between Group 2 and 3 from Phase 
One to Phase Two. 
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Characteristics 1 and 2.-- Characteristics 1 and 2, chronological 
age and intelligence quotient, respectively, are not used in the com-
parison of relative gains of Group 2 and 3 made in Phase Two, since 
chronological age relationship would not change and it is assumed that 
intelligence relationship would also remain stable. 
J/ 
Sufficient gains.-- In comparing Groups 2 and 3 for Phases One and 
Two to determine sufficient gains, one first must note the significant 
differences or lack of them for Phases One and Two. If there is no 
significant difference for a characteristic for Phase One, but there is 
a significant different for Phase Two, one can assume that the gain 
made during the year was sufficient to make a significant difference, 
and, further, that such a gain might be attributed to the grade status 
of that group. For example, if Groups 2 and 3 had no significant differ-
ence between them for reading grade for Phase One, but had a significant 
difference in Phase Two, with Group 2 having the better grade, one could 
assume that Group 2 had made greater gains in reading grade while in a 
nonpromotion status than had Group 3 while being allowed to stay in 
grade four. The greater gain in reading grade for Group 2 might then 
be attributed to nonpromotion. Such comparison, city by city, is con-
tained in the following paragraphs. 
City 1.-- There are no significant differences between Groups 2 
and 3 for Phase One, but there are significant differences for Phase 
Two. Group 2 has better teacher-grades in reading, vocabulary, arith-
metic f'u:ndamentals, and arithmetic problems. One can deduce from these 
gains from Phase One to Two that the teachers evaluated Group 2 on a 
i/Additional evidence using Critical Ratio for gains is found in 
Tables XXII-XXVI in Appendix. 
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different standard from Group 3 because the grades were significantly 
different but the test scores shoved no significant differences. This 
might be interpreted as a value of nonpromotion for City 1. The chil-
dren vho repeated were not subjected to as high a standard of achievement 
as Group 3; therefore, with less pressure, they vere ·able to achieve 
more acceptably in the particular class taught by a particular teacher. 
City 2.-- In City 2 for Phase One, there are significant differences 
between Groups 2 and 3 in cooperation, social consciousness, and emo-
tional adjustment in favor of Group 3. In Phase Two, the significant 
differences are in reading and spelling test scores; and in reading, 
vocabulary, language usage, and spelling teacher-grades in favor of 
Group 2. From these statistics one can deduce that Group 2 made suffi-
cient gains while in a nonpromotion status to eradicate the differences 
in cooperation, social consciousness, emotional adjustment, and work 
habits; and further, made sufficient gains in reading, and spelling test 
seores to be significantly better than Group 3. It is to be noted, too, 
that Group 2 made sufficient gains in reading, vocabulary, language 
usage, and spelling teacher-grades to have significantly better grades 
than Group 3. 
Since Group 2 was able, while in a nonpromotion status, to make 
suf£icient gains to be equal to or better than Group 3 in ten character-
istics, it might be assumed that Group 2 profited significantly. Such 
gains for Group 2 might be attributed mostly to teacher judgment based 
on a lover standard of achievement because eight of the gains were made 
in either teacher-ratings or teacher-grades, while the gains in reading 
and spelling test scores might be errors in measurement. Again, in 
City 2, as in City 1, it appears that the children in Group 2 who re-
peated were not subjected to as high a standard of achievement as 
Group 3; therefore, with less pressure, they were able to achieve more 
acceptably in the particular class taught by a particular teacher. 
City 3.-- In City 3 for Phase One, Group 3 had significantly 
better reading, arithmetic fundamentals, and language usage test 
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scores; and reading, vocabulary, am arithmetic problems teacher-grades. 
In Phase Two the difference in arithmetic fundamentals test score still 
remains in favor of Group 2. In addition, Group 2 has eradicated the 
differences in reading and language usage test scores; am in reading 
and arithmetic problems teacher-grades. 
Since Group 2 was able, while in a non~romotion status, to make 
sufficient gains to be equal to or better than Group 3 in six charac-
teristics, it would appear that Group 2 profited significantly from 
nonpromotion. Such gains, however, are mainly in the areas of teacher 
judgment with only two out of the six gains being in the areas of test 
scores. Again in City 3, as in Cities 1 and 2, the children in Group 2, 
who repeated, apparently were not subjected to as high a stamard of 
achievement as Group 3; therefore, with less pressure, they were able 
to achieve more acceptably in the particular class taught by a particu-
lar teacher. 
City 4.-- In City 4 for Phase One, Group 3 had significantly 
better teacher-grades in language usage and spelling. In Phase Two 
these differences are eradicated and no significant difference in any 
characteristic is noted. 
Since Group 2, vhile in a nonpromotion status, made only tvo 
sufficient gains to equal Group 3, it is very doubtful that Group 2 
profited significantly from nonpromotion. Here again, hovever, the 
trend seems to be in better teacher-grades, suggesting that the chil-
dren in Group 2 vho repeated vere subjected to a lover standard of 
achievement than Group 3; thus, vith less pressure, they vere able to 
achieve more acceptably in the partieular class taught by a particular 
t eacher. 
City 5.-- In City 5 for Phase One, Group 3 has significantly better 
~eacher-ratings in cooperation and leadership; and better teacher-grades 
in vocabulary, spelling, and vork habits. In Phase Two, Group 2 eradi-
cated these differences and achieved sufficiently to have better teacher-
grades in arithmetic fUndamentals and spelling. 
Since Group 2, vhile in a nonpromotion status, vas able to make 
sufficient gains to be equal or better in six characteristics, it might 
be assumed that Group 2 profited significantly from nonpromotion. Again, 
in City 5, as in Cities 1, 2, 3, and 4, the gains vere in the areas of 
teacher judgment, suggesting that the children in Group 2 vho repeated 
vere not subjected to as high a standard of achievement as Group 3; 
therefore, vith less pressure, vere able to achieve more acceptably in 
the particular class taught by a particular teacher. 
5. Interpretation of Differences 
in Phase One 
Chronological age deciding factor.-- The deciding factor in select-
ing children for nonpromotion, identified in this study, appears to be 
chronological age. Teachers are consistently able to select children 
for nonpromotion who are significantly different from the normal group 
in all characteristics except chronological age. Those children who 
are finally not promoted seem to have lower test scores, lower teacher-
ratings, and lower teacher-grades than the normal group; but are about 
the same age or younger. Those children who are considered for non-
promotion but are allowed to move to the next grade seem to have lower 
test scores, lower teacher-ratings, and lower teacher-grades than the 
normal group; but are older. 
Cities l, 2, 4. and 5.-- Cities 1, 2, 4, and 5 seem to operate 
their promotional policies on the consideration of the individual child. 
In these four cities, the deciding factor of nonpromotion can be assumed 
to be chronological age, since there is no pattern of significant dif-
ference between Groups 2 and 3 in test scores, teacher-ratings, or 
teacher-grades. 
There is some indication in Cities 2 and 5, in addition to the 
above, that children who have lower intelligence quotients and are more 
cooperative tend to be allowed to move to the next grade. 
City 3.-- City 3, as seen from the statistics of this study, oper-
ates its promotional policies on a different philosophy from the other 
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£our cities. It is a philosophy which is based on intelligence and 
grade standards of achievement. Those children who were considered £or 
nonpromotion but were allowed to move to the next grade had signi£icantly 
better intelligence, better test scores in reading, arithmetic problems, 
and language usage; and better teacher-grades in reading, vocabulary, and 
arithmetic problems than did those children who were not promoted. 
In summary, the considered for nonpromotion but promoted group was 
significantly better than the notpromoted group in seven of the twenty-
one characteristics. It seems reasonable to assume for City 3 that they 
were allowed to move to the next grade because they were superior to the 
children who were not promoted. 
averageness of Group 3.-- The averageness of the considered for 
nonpromotion but promoted group seems to indicate an admission of the 
failure of nonpromotion. The fact that these children are over age for 
the grade may indicate that they have already repeated a grade. Being 
with a younger age group in a less competitive environment seems not to 
have benefited them sufficiently for the teacher to consider them as 
achieving at a normal level. If repeating once or · being with a younger 
age group for one year has not helped them, there seems to be little 
reason to believe that dropping them to an age group one year younger 
will help. It is quite possible that this reasoning was used b,y the 
teachers in deciding to allow pupils in Group 3 to move to the next grade. 
One may also infer, then, that nonpromotion, from the evidence of this 
study, does not appear to be an adequate method of treating children who 
are not achieving at a normal expeetana,y level for a particular grade. 
I···-·~~~-· 
6. Interpretation of Values of Nonpromotion 
Phase Two 
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Lower standards for Group 2.-- Group 2, the not promoted group, 
appears to be judged by teachers using a lower standard based on a 
younger group of children, thus making it appear that Group 2 made 
greater gains while in a nonpromotion status. For Cities 1, 4, and 5 
the same patterns emerge in Phase Two. Group 2 made significant gains 
in teacher-ratings and teacher-grades, while there are no corresponding 
gains in test scores. For City 2, Group 2 made significant gains in 
reading and spelling test scores, as well as in eight of the teacher-
ratings and teacher-grades. In City 3, Group 2 made significant gains 
in reading and language usage test scores, as well as in four of the 
teacher-grades. 
The gains made by Group 2 in test scores, which indicate achieve-
ment objectively, do not seem sufficiently consistent from city to city 
to indicate a pattern of improvement in subjects and skills, but the 
gains in teacher-ratings and teacher-grades seem to be sufficiently 
consistent to indicate a pattern of improvement in teacher evaluation. 
The teachers tend to rate and grade Group 2, in Phase Two, higher than 
did the teachers in Phase One. Thus, it would appear that the gains in 
ratings and grades for Group 2, in Phase Two, are the result of being 
compared with a younger group of children on a lower standard than was 
true for Phase One. Such gains are then not gains in actual achieve-
ment but gains resulting from a different basis of evaluation. 
Value of nonpromotion.-- The value of nonpromotion, as evidenced 
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by Phase Two of this study, appears to be the less competitive relation-
ship with younger children and the lower standard of achievement used 
by the teacher in rating and grading the children. This would seem to 
indicate that a not promoted child can achieve more acceptably while in 
a nonpromotion status, but that he does not achieve more than he would 
have if he had been promoted. Fbr a child to achieve more acceptably 
in a nonpromotion status would possibly make him feel more successful 
and comfortable. This may be interpreted as a value of nonpromotion 
substanti~ted by better teacher-ratings and teacher-grades for the 
not promo~ed group in Phase Two of this study. 
Group 2 gains in behavior and attitudes.-- Group 2 made positive 
gains in all five behavior and attitude characteristics in all five 
cities except in City 3 in emotional adjustment, where there was no 
v 
loss or gain. This is very interesting, since this finding runs 
counter to the accepted thesis that nonpromotion leads to maladjustment 
of both social and emotional characteristics. Even though the gains 
made by Group 2 were not sufficient to equal the ratings of Group 1 
for Phase One; they do indicate that nonpromotion, according to teacher 
ratings, was not harmful to personality characteristics. 
The inference is that previous studies showed maladjustment and 
negativism because they measured the child in a nonpromotion status and 
assumed that maladjustment occurred because or nonpromotion. If they 
had studied the child before he was not promoted, they may have found 
the same maladjustment~ This study indicates that the child, in his 
!/Tables of .gains are found in the Appendix. 
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normal age group, being considered for nonpromotion is already showing 
signs of personality maladjustment compared to the normal group. While 
in a status of nonpromotion, his maladjustment does not appear to increase 
but appears to show signs of being alleviated. 
This is not presented as a statistically proved conclusion but to 
indicate that studies of the maladjustment of the not promoted child 
ought to be done in two cycles : (1) when the child is with his normal 
age group, and (2) when the child is in a nonpromotion status. 
7. Comparison of Groups 2 and 3 at the End of Phase Two 
!I 
with Group 1 at the end of Phase One 
Test scores.-- It is interesting to note that in only two out of 
twenty-four test scores did Group 2 in Phase Two equal the test scores 
of Group 1 in Phase One. These were in arithmetic fundamentals in 
Cities 4 and 5. It appears that Group 2, according to test scores, was 
not able to achieve at a normal level for the grade it was repeating. 
Group 3 for Phase Two was able to exceed the test scores of Group 1 
for Phase One in arithmetic fundamentals in two cases and to equal it in 
one. It also appears, since Group 3 did not achieve at a normal level in 
21 out of 24 times, that Group 3 was not able to achieve at a normal level 
for the third grade. 
City 1 was omitted from the above considerations because the times 
of testing did not permit comparisons. 
Teacher-ratings and teacher grades.-- In no case, in all five cities, 
was Group 2 or 3 for Phase Two able to equal the teacher-ratings or the 
teacher-grades of Group 1 for Phase One. 
J]Tables of comparison are found in the Appemix. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. The Scope of the Study 
Purpose of the study.-- This study is an attempt to ascertain 
guides or factors to consider in shaping promotional policies by iden-
tit~ and evaluating differences among three groups of pupils: 
(1) those who are norm~ promoted, (2) those who are required to 
repeat a grade, and (3) those who are considered for nonpromotion but 
are allowed to move to the next grade. 
Major phases of stugy.-- The two major phases of the study are 
designated as Phase One and Phase Two. Phase One took place the first 
year when the normal group, the not promoted group, and the consi dered 
for nonpromotion but promoted group were in third grade. The Metropol-
itan Achievement Tests and the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test 
were administered to all groups and teacher-ratings and teacher-grades 
were obtained in thirteen areas for comparison of the three groups 
to identify and evaluate differences. 
Phase Two took place the second year when the normal group and 
the considered for nonpromotion but promoted group were in fourth 
grade and the not promoted group was repeating the third grade. The 
Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered to all groups, and 
teacher-ratings and teacher-grades were obtained in thirteen areas to 
determine possible values of nonpromotion. 
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2. Main Conclusions 
Chronological age factor.-- Chronological age, from the evidence of 
this study, appears to be the factor showing the greatest tendency select-
ing children for nonpromotion. Among the number of children being con-
sidered for nonpromotion who have lower intelligence, lower test scores, 
lower teacher ratings, and lower teacher grades than the normal group; 
those who are older than the normal group stand the better chance of being 
promoted, while those who are about the same age as the normal group stand 
the better chance of not being promoted. 
Value of nonpromotion.-- The value of nonpromotion appears to be 
·that of placing a child in a group of younger children where he may be 
able to compete more acceptably but not necessarily achieve more than he 
would have, had he been promoted. 
Achievement gains the same whether promoted or not promoted.--
F.rom the data of this study, children with lower intelligence quotients, 
lower test scores, lower teacher-ratings, and lower teacher-grades than 
the normal group seem to make about the same achievement gains as 
measured by tests whether they are promoted or not promoted. 
3. Implications for Promotional Policies 
Criteria for nonpromotion.-- From the findings of this study, age 
appears to be the key factor in the selection of children for nonpro-
motion. This may well imply that the philosophy behind the selection 
of pupils for nonpromotion is one in which a pupil about the same age 
or younger than the normal group, not achieving at the grade level, 
might be helped by being placed in a grade where the competition and 
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the level of achievement expected are lower. A child repeating a grade 
may not necessarily make any greater gains in actual achievement than 
106 
he would have, had he been allowed to go on to the next grade. The 
assumption may be made that the value or nonpromotion seems to exist in 
the child himself because he reels more successful and, reeling more 
successful, will be able to achieve more within the limits or his 
capacity. 
The implication for promotional policy appears to be that no child 
who is older than the normal group or children will profit from nonpro-
motion; but children considered for nonpromotion who are as old or · 
younger than the normal group will possibly make some gains in teacher-
ratings and teacher-grades. Nonpromotion, for children who met these 
criteria, did not appear to be harmful within the measures or this 
study and appeared to be or some value to them. 
Lover than normal intelligence.-- Children with lover than normal 
intelligence would appear to need special consideration. These chil-
dren, as with children or normal intelligence, will probably achieve 
the same whether they are promoted or not promoted. There is, however, 
a greater temptation to keep them back year after year or several times 
during their elementary school life. Some school systems, in order to 
avoid this situation, set up safeguards such as: children may not 
spend more than two years in any one grade. Nonpromotion for this 
group or children might very well be done only once in their elementary 
school life, since it seems unlikely that two years or nonpromotion will 
be or any great value to them. 
Guide for nonpromotion.-- Nonpromotion, if engaged in at all, 
might best be done with children who have normal intelligence, who are 
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about the same age or younger than the normal group, and who have not 
repeated a grade previously. If these criteria are met, there is a 
possibility that nonpromotion may help a .child to achieve more accept-
ably in a particular class with a lower standard of achievement, but 
not achieve more than he would have if he had been promoted. 
4. Limitations of Study 
Sampling of pupils.- The sampling of the pupils has two limi ta-
tions: the selection of pupils within cities and the selection of 
ei ties. ,In Cities 1, 3, and 4 the noi'DI8.1 group was made up of the 
pupils from selected schools within the system and as such did not 
constitute a true random sample. The normal group in City 1, however, 
was a controlled random sample and in City 5 consisted of all the 
pupils in the third grade of the school system. The selection of the 
not promoted group and the considered for nonpromotion but promoted 
group in Cities 1, 2, 4, and 5 did not suffer, since they were selected 
from the entire third grade population in these cities. In City 3, 
however, these groups were only from the third grade of the selected 
schools in the city. These limitations did not appear to affect the 
study too greatly, since the pattern of relationships were very similar 
in Cities 1, 2, 4, and 5. 
The selection of cities might have been more widely separated in 
philosophy of education and socio-economic factors. The number of 
cities appears to have been satisfactory, since a pattern of similari-
. ties developed among four of the cities. If more had been added to 
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the study, it seems reasonable to assume that further repetition of the 
pattern would have been the only benefit. 
Size of Groups.-- The size of the normal groups were adequate for 
the study, but the sizes of the not promoted group and the considered 
for nonpromotion but promoted group appear to be rather small. This 
limitation is, in part, overcome by the use of small sample theory 
employing analysis of variance. 
Validity and reliability of rating scale.-- The use of rating 
scales seems always to carry the question of validity and reliability. 
The Winnetka Scale for Rating School Behavior and Attitudes is no ex-
ception to this rule; however, the confidence which can be placed in 
the data obtained from the use of this scale seems to be fairly high, 
since the data appear to be uniform fromcity to city. 
Reliability of tests.-- The Metropolitan Achievement Tests and 
the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test are both highly reliable instru-
ments and do not, in themselves, appear to incur any serious limita-
tions. 
Administration of tests.-- The administration of tests is an area 
where serious limitations could occur. The writer and a team of 
skilled teacher administrators gave the complete set of tests for both 
phases in City 5. The tests in the· other cities were administered, in 
part, by the writer and the teachers of the children or the principal 
of the school. Since the results from city to city seem to be uni-
form, no serious limitation is appar ent. 
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FUture academic success.-- Studies of junior high school pupils who 
were not promoted in the elementary school appear to indicate that the 
pupils were not greatly helped by nonpromotion and might have been ad-
versely affected. The present study vas centered in the third grades of 
elementary school and does not pretend to predict effects of nonpromotion 
in secondary schools. 
Teacher-grades.-- Teacher-grades are often said to be the least 
reliable data obtainable. The teacher-grades of this study are no excep-
tion to this finding. 
5. Recommendations for Further Research 
Value of nonpromotion.-- The results of this study indicated that 
children who are not promoted may receive some value from being 'With 
children of a younger age and being rated on a lower standard of achieve-
ment. To substantiate this contention, a study which would analyze each 
child who is not promoted, as to his relations with the younger children 
and the teacher, would appear to be of value to educators who wish to use 
nonpromotion wisely. 
Teachers trained to help pupils not promoted.-- It would be valuable 
to study paired pupils who are not promoted, one group with a teacher who 
is given training in working with children who are repeating and the other 
with a teacher who is given no special training. Children who are unsuc-
cessful at their own age level might very well benefit from an environment 
of less competition if the teaching were geared to help the child overcome 
his weaknesses. It seems apparent, from the evidence of this study, that 
simple repetition of a grade does not greatly benefit a child, but special 
teaching in a less competitive environment might help him to achieve 
better within his capacity. 
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Personality characteristics studied in two time stages.-- Contrary 
to the accepted thesis that nonpromotion is harmful to the personality, 
the evidence of this study seems to indicate, according to teacher-
ratings, that not promoted pupils make positive gains in personality 
ratings. It might be valuable to further study pupils in a normal age 
group who are considered for nonpromotion to determine personality 
characteristics, and then to study their personality characteristics 
in a nonpromotion status to discover what changes take place. 
APPENDIX 
-lll-
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Total NUmbers of All Groups 
Phase One 
City Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Total 
1 84 11 Z7 122 
2 118 14 41 173 
3 75 10 7 92 
4 93 9 11 113 
5 _21 __§_ _21 ~ 
Total 463 52 109 624 
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Description of Cities 
Cities 1 and 2.-- Cities 1 and 2 are the same city. It is a large 
suburban city in New England with a population of approximately 85,000. 
It is largely residential but contains one large manufacturer of elec-
tronic equipment and several small industries. 
The social structure runs from high to low class but averages in 
the upper middle class with a small segment of low class. 
The school system is large and tends toward a modern philosophy of 
education, though it is possible to find both modern and traditional 
teaching in the system. 
City 3.-- City 3 is a manufacturing town in New England located 
among other cities of a manufacturing character. It has a population 
of approximately 40,000. The social structure runs to lower middle 
class with a fairly large segment of low class. Economically, the city 
appears to be running down hill, with manufacturers moving out of the 
area. 
The school system is average size and tends toward a traditional 
philosophy of education. 
City 4.-- City 4 was largely a farming area in New England but is 
growing into a suburban town with an increase in manufacturing, especi-
ally in the electronic industry. It has a population of approximately 
15,000. 
The social structure tends toward the middle elass with an increas-
ing population of professional and technical people. 
The school system is small and appears to be evolving from a tra-
di tiona.l philosophy to a modern o ne. 
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City 5.-- City 5 is a seacoast tovn in New England with a population 
of approximately 15,000. It vas largely a seafaring town but is increas-
ing in manufacturing. 
The social structure appears to run the gamut from high to low 
class. The children in the schools appeared to come mainly from middle 
class homes with a large segment of low class centered in one school. 
The school system is small and appeared to be traditionally oriented. 
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Name____________________________ School ______________________ __ 
Grade Date 
-------
An Adaptation of the 
WINNETKA SCALE FOR RATING SCHOOL BEHAVIOR AND ATTITUDES 
Directions: Listed below are descriptive statements concerning pupil be-
havior as related to school play and work situations. Read each statement 
carefully and select the statement under each category which best describes 
the pupil who is being rated. Even though more than one statement is in 
your opinion fairly descriptive of the pupil's behavior, select the one 
which you believe is the best. 
1. WHEN TAKING TURNS WITH APPARATUS OR MATERIALS OR IN A GROUP DISCUSSION--
( ) a. Waits patiently for a turn (10) 
( ) b. Takes turn willingly (9) 
( ) c. Needs occasional reminder to be patient (6) 
( ) d. Is too patient -does not assert himself (J) 
( ) e. Is impatient while waiting turn (2) 
( ) f. Is unwilling to wait turn (1) 
( ) g. Is unwilling to wait turn and interferes with other 
children's activities (1) 
2. WHEN THERE IS A GROUP PROJECT TO BE CARRIED OUT--
( ) a. Enjoys cooperating with others to improve the group work (10) 
( ) b. Cooperates willingly with others (8) 
( ) c. Is slow to cooperate (J) 
( ) d. Does not cooperate with group (1) 
( ) e. Withdraws from group and carries on non-valuable activity (1) 
( ) f. Hinders group activity (0) 
J. WHEN FACED WITH A SOCIAL SITUATION INVOLVING SACRIFICE OF OWN INTEREST 
OR NEEDS TO THOSE OF GROUP --
( ) a. 
( ) b. 
( ) c. 
( ) d. 
( ) e. 
( ) f. 
( ) g. 
Puts group needs before own needs (10) 
Helps group when own work is done satisfactorily (9) 
Does own work before attending to schoolroom jobs or 
helping other children (6) 
Gives time and thought to others to harm of own achieve-
ment (4) 
Follows own interests (2) 
Thinks only of own immediate satisfaction (1) 
Follows own interests to point of being disturbing to 
the group (0) 
116 
4. WHEN A CHILD HAS A SOCIAL TASK TO BE COMPLETED-
( ) a. Carries task to completion even ~ sacrifice of other inter-
ests (10) 
( ) b. Carries task through ~ steady effort even though it does 
not harmonize with special interests (9) 
( ) c. Carries task through only when it does harmonize with special 
interests (6) 
( ) d. Carries task through although application is unsteady (3) 
( ) e. Drops task - loses interest qaickly (1) 
( ) f. Tries to escape task by contrary behavior or by shifting jobs (0) 
5. EMOTIONAL TONE IN SCHOOL--
( ) a. Is happy and not easily downed; enjoys work as much as play (10) 
( ) b. Shows even, cheer.f'ul disposition - is calm (8) 
( ) c. Does not show an unusual amount of change in mood (6) 
( ) d. Is over-serious and conscientious (2) 
( ) e. Does not take things seriously enough (2) 
( ) f. Shows extreme amount of changeableness in mood (1) 
( ) g. Is sullen or irritable (0) 
6. WHEN THERE IS A CHANCE TO GO TO ADULTS FOR HELP OR APPROVAL--
( ) a. Shows satisfaction in own ability without being dependent on 
adult approval (10) 
( ) b. Shows satisfaction in own ability but needs some adult 
approval (8) 
( ) e. Does not seem to get satisfaction in his own ability or to· 
recognize it without adult approval (3) 
( ) d. Bids for approval - for example, shows work to adult for praise (2) 
( ) e. Acts only when adult gives approval or help (1) 
( ) f. Bids for help (whines, cries, complains, stalls, etc.) until he 
realizes help is not forthcoming (0) 
7. WHEN FACED WITH FAILURE--
( ) a. Sees causes of failure and corrects it (10) 
( ) b. Tries to get help to overcome difficulty (9) 
( ) e. Recovers quickly and plans new activity (6) 
( ) d. Shows disappointment but continues activity (4) 
( ) e. Is apparently indifferent to failure (2) 
( ) f. Becomes discouraged easily - must succeed in order to continue 
activity (1) 
( ) g. Becomes irritable or angry, or cries (0) 
8. WHEN IN AN ORGANIZED GROUP WITH TEACHER PRESENT--
( ) a. Is able to lead a group without being nervous or embarrassed (10) 
( ) b. Leads group in spite of being nervous or embarrassed (9) 
( ) c. Leads small group (8) 
( ) d. Does not lead group but is confident in dealing with individ-
uals (6) 
( ) e. Tends to be shy with adults but not with children (2) 
( ) f. Tends to be shy with children but not with adults (1) 
( ) g. Is shy with both children and adults (1) 
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9. WHEN CHILD HAS OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR A GROUP TASK--
( ) a. Directs task and carries it to completion for group benefit (10) 
( ) b. Takes responsibility for a task without being reminded (9) 
( ) c. Takes task but does not complete it (6) 
( ) d. Takes responsibtlity for task only when especially asked by 
teacher (5) 
( ) e. Takes responsibility for a task only when special interest is 
involved (2) 
( ) f. Rarely vants to take charge of task (1) 
( ) g. Cannot take responsibility for a group task (0) 
10. WHEN IN A SOCIAL SITUATION WHICH ALLOWS FOR INITIATIVE--
( ) a. Can organize and lead large group (10) 
( ) b. Can organize and lead small group (9) 
( ) c. Can lead another child (7) 
( ) d. Takes good care of self but does not attempt to lead others (6) 
( ) e. Does not like to have others take the lead and clings to own 
ideas (2) 
( ) f. Bothers other children or bosses them (2) 
( ) g. Allows other child to boss him in a way that is harmf'ul. to 
himself or others (1) 
( ) h. Shows cruel tendencies, such as bullying, (bossing weaker 
child), ridiculing, etc. (l) 
( ) i. Plays alone (1) 
( ) j. Shove no social initiative (0) 
ll. WHEN HE HAS FINISHED STUDYING A SUBJECT--
( ) a. Has time so planned that he knows what work to do next (10) 
( ) b. Starts new work without reminder (9) 
( ) c. Starts new work but needs help of teacher in planning it (6) 
( ) d. Starts new work but gets other children to help him (3) 
( ) e. Begins something other than what he should do (2) 
( ) f. Wanders around aimlessly or sits in seat day-dreaming (1) 
( ) g. Wanders around room annoying other children, or sits in seat 
bothering others (0) 
12. WHEN HE CAN GET HELP l'R.OM ADULT 
( ) a. Tries hard by himself before he will ask for help or makes 
own plans - does not need help (10) 
( ) b. Asks only for necessary help (9) 
( ) c. Neglects to ask for help when he really needs it (5) 
( ) d. Depends upon help being given (3) 
( ) e. Asks unnecessarily for help (1) 
( ) f. Helps self only when urged (0) 
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13. WHEN THINGS MUST BE ORGANIZED FOR WORK--
( ) a. Gets things he needs together ahead of t:iJne so that work goes . 
smoothly (10) 
( ) b. CarefUl but slow in getting things together (7) 
( ) c. Careless in getting things together (4) 
( ) d. Only gets things as needed (2) 
( ) e. Waits for others to get things he needs for him (0) 
Rating Scales 
(Used in City 1 only) 
Social Maturity 
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1. Withdraws to an extent that prevents his being a fully accepted 
member of his group. 
2. Displays aggressive behavior that prevents his being a fUlly 
accepted member of his group • 
.3. Shows the desire to have an established place in the group, 
but is, in general, treated with indifference. 
4. Appears to have some anxiety about his social relationships 
although he is accepted by the groups of which he is a part. 
5. Appears to feel secure in his social relationships and is 
accepted by the groups of which he is a part. 
Emotional Maturity 
1. Has frequent and lengthy emotional outbursts. Unable to accept 
situations. 
2. Exhibits emotional outbursts of short duration. Is easily dis~ 
couraged and frustrated • 
.3. Has some emotional outbursts. Usually able to cope with new 
situations without obvious discouragement. 
4. Has few emotional outbursts. Usually accepts situations and 
works through them without discouragement. 
5. Is emotionally stable. Almost always accepts and makes the most 
of new situations. Rarely exhibits emotional outbursts, but 
· these few are always under good control. 
FORM I Fbrm for Recording Data on Individuals 
Grades III & IV Teachers Teacher ---------------------
Name Birthdate Yr. __ ; M:>._; D._. School ----------------------------
. Group assigned: 1. Normal _; 2. Not prom::>ted _; 3. Considered for non-promotion but promo~ed _. 
Please indicate how many years this child has spent in each of the following grades: 
K _, 1st _, 2nd __ , 3rd _, 4th_ 
................................................................................................... 
_ 1. C. A. (In months on Oct. 1, 1954) 
_ 2. I. Q. 
:tvStropoli tan Achievement Test Scores :: 
Date given: ___ _ 
Standard Score 
_ 3. Reading 
_ 4. Vocabulary 
5. Arithmetic FUndamentals 
- 6. Arithmetic Problems 
7. Language Usage 
8. Spelling 
Winnetka Scale for Rating School 
Behayior and Attitydes: 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
Teacher 
14. 
- 15. 
16. 
17. 
Cooperation 
Social Consciousness 
Emotional Adjustment 
Leadership 
Responsibility 
Grades: 
Reading 
Vocabulary 
Ari th. F\md. 
Arith. Frob. 
_ 18. Lang. Usage 
_ 19 Spelling 
_ 20. Work Habits 
_ 21. Ha.ndwri ting 
.................................................................................................. 
General Health t 
Good 
Normal 
Poor 
Sight: 
Normal 
Poor 
Blind 
Hearing: 
Normal 
Poor 
Deaf 
Home Oondi tions : 
Good 
_Average 
Poor 
Remarks t 
~ 
Worksheet 1 
Mean and Standard Deviation 
City Group N= 
- I 
- J AJt.x~-(-J.iJ_'-: · ~ Characteristic ~)( ~-~X 1:.::1-" ' (iJ<.)" . N .t..'/..2... (t..x.)~ J Ni:J.:l.-(~x)"J. · 
-Ai iiJ- I ., 
1 C. A. 
2 I. Q. (K-A) 
Metro. Ach. 
3 Reading 
4 Vocabulary 
5 Arith. Fund. 
6 Arith. Frob. 
7 Lang. Usage 
8 Spelling 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 
10 Soc. Cons. 
11 Emot. Adj 0 
12 Leadership 
13 Responsibility 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 
15 Vocabulary 
16 Ari th. :FuM. 
17 Arith. Frob. 
18 Lang. Usage 
19 Spelling 
20 Work Habits 
21 H9.ndwriting ~ 
Worksheet 2 
Sums of Squares Group _ N,= 
City Group _ Nl.= 
N= 
. 
A B c D E F 
Characteristic ~~)<2. £~')( {j.u)'l. {~ t: )(_), .tx. (i..x~2. i -;;-
1 C. A. 
2 I. Q. (K-A) 
Metro. Ach. 
3 Reading 
4 Vocabulary 
5 Arith. Fund. 
6 Arith. Frob. 
7 lang. Usage 
8 Spelling 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 
10 Soc. Cons. 
11 Emot. Adj. 
12 Leadership 
13 Responsibility 
Teacher Grades 
14 Reading 
15 Vocabulary 
16 Ar i th. FUnd • 
17 Arith. Frob. 
18 lang. Usage 
19 Spelling 
20 Work Habits 
21 Handwriting 1-' ~ 
-(Cont inuati on) Worksheet 2 
Sums of Squares 
-
G H I J K L M N 
(~~ :L (.txJ.,. Characteristic t:x~ ~X~ G+J" K.-D A-K A-D N'J.. 
1 
2 
Met ro. Ach. 
3 . 
4 ' 
5 
6 
' 7 I 
8 
Winnetka Scale 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
Teacher Gr ades 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
1-' 
~ 
21 
- --- ·---
Worksheet 3 
Analysis of Variance 
Groups __ N1 
_N2 N = N1 + N2 + N3 = Area 
_N3 
Source Sums of Squares Degrees of Freedom Mean Square 
.. 
(Col. L) (G-1) ( L ) 
Between Groups DF 
sb = 
(Col. M) (N-G) (J:L) 
Within Groups DF 
s = 
'W 
(Col. N) (N-1) 
Total 
******** 
. 
~ F= = 
-
Sw P(F) from tables 
I ~ 
, . 
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TABLE XXII 
' Mean Gains from Phase One to Phase Two for Groups 2 and 3 
and 
Differences in Gains Between Groups 2 and 3 
City 1 
Group 2 N= 10 Group 3 N= 27 C. R. at 5 per cent = 2.021 
Characteristic Mean s. E. Mean S. E. Diff. 
Gain Gr. .3 Gain Gr. 2 Gr • .3 C. R. 
Gr. 3 Gr. 2 Gr. 2 
1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 
MetroEQlitan Tests 
.3 Reading 21 • .3 .3.9 25.7 5.1 
- 4.4 0.687 
4 Vocabulary 9.9 5.9 16.3 ll.7 - 6.4 0.488 
5 Arith. FUnd. 17.7 2.5 19.1 2.9 - 1.4 0.368 
6 Arith. Prob. 12.3 2.9 19.9 3.2 - 7.6 1.767 
7 Lang. Usage 16.1 3.7 .32.1 6.5 -16.0 2.162* 
8 Spelling 20.0 3.1 18.8 3.6 1.2 0.250 
. !/ 
Winnetka Scale 
9 
10 Soc. Miturity 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.5 
- 0.3 0.500 
11 Emot. Miturity 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.500 
12 
13 
i/A rating scale constructed b,y the writer and a committee of teachers was 
used in City 1. 
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TABLE XXIII 
Mean Gains from Phase One to Phase Two for Groups 2 and 3 
and 
Dif.(erences in Gains Between Groups 2 and 3 
. City 2 
Group 2 N=l4 Group 3 N=41 C. R. at 5 per cent = 2.021 
-
Mean s. E. M3an S. E. Diff. 
Characteristic Gain Gr. 3 Gain Gr. 2 Gr. 3 C. R. 
Gr. 3 Gr. 3 Gr. 2 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 __ ..., 
MetroEQ1itan Tests 
3 Reading 17.5 2.5 25.0 4.8 - 7.5 1.388 
4 Vocabulary 15.0 3.2 25.4 7.6 -10.4 1.253 
5 Ari th. Fund. 9.2 1.0 7.0 2.9 2.2 0.709 
6 Arith. Prob. 9.9 1.5 8.9 3.4 1.0 0.270 
7 Lang. Usage 10.4 2.1 17.4 6.2 - 7.0 1.076 
8 Spelling 11.5 1.9 14.9 4.5 
- 3.4 0.693 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 0.3 1.8 7.1 2.3 - 6.8 2.379* 
10 Soc. Consciousness 0.2 1.5 2.9 1.7 - 2.7 1.173 
11 Em.ot. Adjustment 
-0.4 1.5 3.4 2.2 - 3.8 1.407 
12 Leadership 3.2 1.3 3.8 3.1 - 0.6 0.176 
13 Responsibility 2.0 1.3 6.4 2.4 
- 4.4 1.629 
. 
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TABLE XXIV 
Mean Gains from Phase One to Phase Two for Groups 2 and 3 
and 
Differences in Gains Between Groups 2 and 3 
City 3 
Group 2 N=9 Group 3 N=7 C. R. at 5 per cent = 2.131 
Mean s. E. Mean S. E. Diff. 
Characteristic Gain Gr. 3 Gain Gr. 2 Gr. 3 C. R. 
Gr. 3 Gr. 2 Gr. 2 
" 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Metro~1itan rnests 
3 Reading 13.3 1.9 18.1 4.4 - 4.8 1.000 
4 Voca bu.l.ary 14.6 4.2 9.0 5.8 5.6 0.777 
5 Arith. Fwd. 13.6 2.4 4.8 1.4 8.8 3.142** 
6 Arith. Prob. 8.7 3.1 8.6 4.9 o.1 0.017 
7 lang. Usage 11.0 3.2 12.7 7.7 - 1.7 0.204 
8 Spelling 11.0 4.0 8.4 7.4 2.6 0.309 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 6.3 3.8 8.6 3.0 - 2.3 0.479 
10 Soc. Consciousness 7.4 3.0 5.8 2.6 1.6 0.400 
11 Emot. Adjustment 3.1 2.8 4.6 3.4 - 1.5 0.340 
12 Leadership 0.4 3.4 3.9 3.4 - 3.5 0.729 
13 Responsibility 2.4 4.1 2.8 3.0 
- 0.4 0.078 
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TABLE XXV 
Mean Gains .from Phase One to Phase Two for Groups 2 and 3 
and 
Differences in Gains Between Groups 2 and 3 
City 4 
Group 2 N= 7 ~roup 3 N=9 C. R. at 5 per cent = 2.131 
Mean s. E. Mean S. E. Diff'. 
Characteristic· Gain Gr. 3 Gain Gr. 2 Gr. 3 C. R. 
Gr. 3 Gr. 2 Gr. 2 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
MetroEQ1itan Tests 
3 Reading 20.0 5.4 15.9 4.6 4.1 0.577 
4 Vocabulary 9.9 8.9 8.3 8.2 1.6 0.132 
5 Arith. Fund. 14.6 3.7 10.0 3.3 4.6 . 0.920 
6 Arith. Prob. 3.6 4.9 5.1 1.5 - 1.5 0.294 
7 Lang. Usage 10.8 3.0 10.6 5.7 0.2 0.031 
8 Spelling 19.0 4.5 19.7 4.5 
- 0.7 0.109 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 5.1 4.0 3.3 2.3 1.8 0.391 
10 Soc. Consciousness 4.7 3.0 2.1 2.2 2.6 0.703 
11 Em.ot. Adjustment 1.9 2.5 o.o 3.5 1.9 0.442 
12 Leadership 2.6 3.0 1.3 2.6 1.3 0.325 
13 Responsibility 1.9 2.5 4.0 2.4 - 2.1 0.618 
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TABLE XXVI 
Mean Gains from Phase One to Phase Two for Groups 2 and 3 
and 
Differences in Gains Betveen Groups 2 and 3 
City 5 
Group 2 N= 7 Group 3 N= 23 c. R. at 5 per cent = 2.074 
Mean s. E. ~an S. E. Diff. 
Characteristic Gain Gr. 3 Gain Gr. 2 Gr. 3 C. R. 
Gr. 3 Gr. 2 Gr. 2 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Metro£Qlitan Tests 
3 Reading 14.4 2.5 12.3 5.3 2.1 0.355 
4 Vocabulary 12.3 3.3 10.7 5.5 1.6 0.250 
5 Arith. Fund. 9.7 2.1 12.4 3.8 - 2.7 0.613 
6 Arith. Prob. 8.4 2.3 11.6 3.0 - 3.2 0.842 
7 lang. Usage 5.9 3.0 7.6 5.3 - 1.7 0.278 
8 Spelling 7.2 2.6 15.3 4.9 - 8.1 1.472 
Winnetka Seale 
9 Cooperation 0.1 2.1 4.7 4.0 - 4.6 1.022 
10 Soc. Consciousness 1.4 1.8 4.9 3.3 - 3.5 0.921 
11 Einot. Adjustment o.8 ~.4 5.7 5.4 - 4.9 0.830 
12 Leadership 2.6 1.7 7.3 3.6 - 4.7 1.175 
13 Responsibility 1.9 1.9 3.0 3.1 - 1.1 0.305 
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TABLE XXVII 
City 1 
Compar ison of Group 1, Phase One, Mean Scores and Groups 2 and 3, 
Phase Two, Mean Scores 
Group 1 N = 84 
Phase One tests admin. Oct. 1951 Group 2 N = 10 
Phase Two tests admin. Mly. 1953 Group 3 N = 27 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Characteristic Phase One Phase Two Phase Two 
1 2 3 4 
Metro2Qlitan Tests 
3 Reading 155.5 151.6 140.3 
4 Vocabulary 157.3 147.8 134.0 
5 Arith. Fund. 137.7 148.7 151.3 
6 Arith. Prob. 154.6 160.6 156.0 
7 lang. Usage 158.9 159.5 142.7 8 Spelling 153.9 148.8 144.5 
Scale 
9 
10 Soc. Mol turi ty 4.3 4.4 3.7 
11 Emot. Mlturity 4.5 3.8 3.7 
12 
13 
Teacher's Grades 
14 Reading 3.5 2.7 1.7 
15 Vocabulary 3.5 2.7 1.7 
16 Arith. Fund. 3.3 .3.2 2.2 
17 Arith. Prob. 3.3 3.2 2.2 
18 lang. Usage 3.5 2.5 2.4 
19 Spelling 3.4 2.3 1.9 
20 Work Habits 3.4 2.7 2.5 
21 Hand:wri ting 3.3 2.5 2.5 
TABLE XXVII I 
City 2 
Comparison o:f Group 1, Phase One, M9an Scores and Groups 2 and .3, 
Phase Two, Mean Scores 
Phase One tests admin. Apr. 1954 
Phase Two tests admin. Apr. 1955 
Characteristic 
1 
Metropolitan Tests 
.3 Reading 
4 Vocabulary 
5 Arith. Fund. 
6 Arith. Prob. 
7 Lang. Usage -
8 Spelling 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 
10 Soc. Consciousness 
11 IDnot. Adjustment 
12 Leadership 
1.3 Responsibility 
Teacher's GTades 
14 Reading 
15 Vocabulary 
16 Ari tb. Fund. 
17 Aritb. Prob. 
18 lang. Usage 
19 Spelling 
20 Work Habits 
21 Handwriting 
Group 1 
Phase One 
2 
17.3.0 
174.5 
154.8 
166.8 
176.8 
171.1 
22.1 
20.8 
21.8 
20.8 
22.9 
.3.7 
.3.7 
.3.5 
.3.5 
.3.6 
.3.7 
.3.6 
.3.4 
GToup 1 N = ll8 
Group 2 N = 14 
Group .3 N = 41 
Group 2 
Phase Two 
GToup .3 
Phase Two 
.3 
155.6 
15.3.5 
145.4 
155 • .3 
151.9 
15.3.4 
1.3.1 
9.6 
10.4 
14.1 
1.3.9 
2.4 
2.4 
2.4 
2.1 
2.5 
2,. 4 
2.4 
2.6 
4 
1.42 • .3 
1.44.0 
149 • .3 
156.1 
140.9 
141.8 
15.7 
1.3.2 
11.6 
14.1 
11.7 
1.5 
1.8 
2.0 
1.6 
1.9 
1.5 
2.2 
2 • .3 
L-~------------~~------~--------~-------L 
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TABLE XXIX 
City 3 
Comparison of Group 1, Phase One, Mean Scores and Groups 2 and 3, 
Phase Two, Mean Scores 
Phase One teats admin. Apr. 1954 
Phase Two tests admin. Apr. 1955 
Characteristic 
1 
Metropolitan Tests 
3 Reading 
4 Vocabulary 
5 Ari th. F'tmi. 
6 Arith. Prob. 
7 Lang. Usage 
8 Spelling 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 
10 Soc. Qonsciousness 
11 Emot. Adjustment 
12 Leadership 
13 Responsibility 
Teacher's Grades 
14 Reading 
15 Vocabulary 
16 Arith. Fund. 
17 Arith. Prob. 
18 Lang. Usage 
19 Spelling 
20 Work Habits 
21 Handwriting 
Group 1 
Phase One 
2 
164.1 
166.4 
145.5 
158.8 
170.4 
170.2 
21.9 
21.0 
19.9 
17.6 
21.1 
3.5 
3.6 
3.5 
3.3 
3.6 
3.7 
3.5 
3.4 
Group 1 N = 84 
Group 2 N = 9 
Group 3 . N = 7 
Group 2 
Phase Two 
3 
147.8 
150.3 
140.9 
152.4 
148.2 
147.9 
17.0 
15.9 
15.9 
11.1 
13.6 
2.2 
2.2 
3.0 
2.0 
1.8 
2.6 
2.7 
2.4 
Group 3 
Phase Two 
4 
156.0 
160.9 
152.6 
156.3 
159.0 
151.7 
16.4 
14.6 
12.9 
8.0 
14.3 
1.6 
1.7 
2.1 
1.7 
1.9 
1.6 
2.7 
2.1 
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TABLE XXX 
City 4 
Comparison of Group 1, Phase One, Mean Scores and Groups 2 and 3, 
Phase Two, Mean Scores 
Group 1 N = 91 
Phase One tests admin. May 1954 Group 2 N= 7 
Phase Two tests admin. May 1955 Group 3 N= 9 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Characteristic Phase One Phase Two Phase Two 
1 2 3 4 
MetroEQlitan Tests 
3 Reading 162.9 153.3 156.3 
4 Vocabulary 165.9 152.3 154.2 
5 Arith. Fund. 145.2 146.6 156.1 
6 Arith. Prob. 162.2 153.9 158.7 
7 lang. Usage 174.6 151.9 160.7 
8 Spelling 166.3 153.6 155.9 
Winnetka Seale 
9 Cooperation 20.7 14.7 15.7 
10 Soc. Consciousness 19.4 12.7 14.2 
11 Emot. Adjustment 20.6 11.6 13.1 
12 Leadership 19.5 10.0 10.9 
13 Responsibility 22.9 16.4 13.7 
Teacher's Grades 
14 Reading 3.4 1.7 2.1 
15 Vocabulary 3.4 2.1 2.3 
16 Arith. fund. 3.4 2.9 2.4 
17 Arith. Prob. 3.1 2.3 1.9 
18 Lang. Usage 3.3 2.4 2.2 
19 Spelling 3.6 2.1 2.1 
20 Work Habits 3.5 2.6 2.3 
21 Handvri ting 3.2 2.6 2.8 
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TABLE XXXI 
City 5 
Comparison of Group 1, Phase One, Mean Scores and Groups 2 and 3, 
Phase Two, Mean Scores 
Group 1 N = 93 
Phase One tests admin. Apr. 1954 Group 2 N= 7 
Phase Two tests admin. Apr. 1955 Group 3 N = 23 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Characteristic Phase One Phase Two Phase Two 
. 
1 2 3 4 
MetroEQlitan Tests 
3 Reading 162.1 139.1 144.8 
4 Vocabulary 168.7 145.4 145.4 
5 Arith. Fund. 153.5 152.0 154.7 
6 Ari th. Pro b. 162.7 157.0 155.0 
7 Lang. Usage 166.9 134.7 . 138.9 
8 Spelling 165.2 141.7 139.0 
Winnetka Scale 
9 Cooperation 19.7 12.0 15.3 
10 Soc. Consciousness 19.0 10.3 11.0 
11 Emot. Adjustment . 20.1 12.3 11.3 
12 Leadership 19.6 12.7 7.2 
13 Responsibility 19.7 8.6 9.3 
Teacher 1 s Grades 
14 Reading 3.5 1.7 1.7 
15 Vocabulary 3.3 1.6 1.7 
16 Arith. :fund. 3.3 2.7 2.0 
17 Arith. Prob. 3.0 1.7 1.5 
18 Lang. Usage 3.3 2.1 1.9 
19 Spelling 3.5 2.4 1.4 
20 Work Habits 3.3 1.7 2.2 
21 Handwriting 3.4 3.3 2.8 
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